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SliM VIARY OF StJRtKCT MATTER 


TO: Members, Subcommittee on liconomic ffcvelopment. Public Riiiklings and 

limergeney Management 

FROM: Start', Subcominittee on F.conomic Dovefopinent, Public rtuildings and 

(imergenc) Managcirterit 

RE: Subcommittee tiearin,g on "Saving Taxpayer Dollars by Reducing Federal OHlcc 

Space Costs” 


Pt!RI‘()SE 


The Suheommittec on Economic Development, I'ubiie Buildings, and F.inergcncy 
Management will hold a hearing on I'uesday, Vlureh I. 2016. at 10:30 a.m.. in 2167 Ruybtirn 
House Ortlee Building to examine and conduct oversight ol' major Cicncral Services 
Adminisinitit'n ((iSA) eonstruclitni projects I'unded or proposed to be I’uttded iVom the (iSA 
Federal Buildings ITind (I'BF). other major projeets planned, and (ISA's authorities to carry out 
real c.sttite transactions Ibr the federal government. The Subeotnmillce will also explore options 
Ibr reducing I'cderiil olTiee space costs and saving ta.xpaycr dollars by reviewing major OSA 
projects, including the Federal Bureau of Investigation (F BI) llcadquarters Consolidation, and 
the Federal Courthou.se C.'onslruclion I’rogram. 

B\( kdROlJNl) 


(/.S'. I ',v I’uh/ic Si‘r\ k c 

(ISA's t’ubtie Buildings Service (PBS) acts as (he landlord for the Icdcral government 
and owns or leases over ,377 million sc|tiaro feet ol'space in 9.600 buildings nationwide. More 
than hairoftiS.A's invcnlory is in eommercialiy leased space. In rederally-owncd buildings. 

( ISA charges a coinmercially-equivalent rent to the tenant agencies which is deposited in the 
I BF 10 fund new eonsiruelion and acquisilkins, ongoing repairs and alterations ol’the c.xisling 
huikliiig iuN eutory, and PBS's administrative costs. 
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Pursuant to law', large real estate acquisitions and projects, including new construction, 
purchases, commercial leases, and repairs and alterations, costing over $2.85 million annually 
must be authorized by the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure (T&i 
Committee) and the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee (Senate EPW'). This is 
often referred to as the “prospectus process." 

In addition to Committee authorization, funds deposited into the FBF are subject to 
appropriation. Given the requirement for both the authorizing and appropriating committees to 
act, the Administration submits, along with its annual budget. GSA’s Capital Investment and 
Leasing Program (CILP) each year, 'I’he CILP provides more detailed prospectuses for each 
project proposed. The T&I Committee and Senate EPW authorize propo,sed projects submitted in 
the prospectuses through a committee resolution. 

For Fiscal Year (FY) 20 1 7, the Administration has requested $10.18 billion in 
appropriations from the FBF, a ,2% decrease from FY 2016. 

Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) Heculqiuirters Consolidation 

The FBI Headquarters Building, named the J. Edgar Hoover Building (Hoover Building), 
is located on Pennsylvania Avenue in Northwest Washington. D.C. and occupies over a full city 
block of prime real estate. In 201 1, a new consolidated FBI headquarters was proposed. At that 
time, elements of the FBI headquarters functions in the National Capital Region occupied more 
than three million square feet of space, costing $168 million annually, dispersed over 21 separate 
locations, including in commercially-leased space. Since 2011, the FBI has taken steps to reduce 
its space and number of locations. Currently, the FBI headquarters functions are in 14 locations, 
totaling 2.9 million square feet. 

in July of201 1. Senate EPW passed a resolution directing GSA to investigate the 
feasibility and need to construct or acquire a replacement consolidated headquarters campus for 
the FBI. The FBI commissioned its own study and in August of20l I, it submitted to Senate 
EPW and the T&l Committee the results of its commissioned report. In October of 201 1, the 
GSA submitted its proposed response to the Senate EPW request. The GSA’s proposal included 
a full consolidation of FBI's scattered headquarters functions in the region and a reduction of 
overall space to two million square feet. The FBI estimated a consolidated headquarters campus 
could save the FBI appro.ximately $50 million annually. At the time, the FBI recommended a 
Public-Private Partnership (P3) approach and GSA recommended a fully appropriated, new 
federal construction approach. I'he Senate EPW approved the FBI P3 approach. 

In 20 1 3. GSA announced that it would use its c.vchange authorities to fund construction 
of the new consolidated FBI headquarters campus- leveraging the value of the Hoover Building 
to pay a private developer to construct the new facility. Despite the estimated cost of a new 
facility ranging from $2 to $3 billion and doubts about whether there was enough value in the 
Floover Building to fund a fully consolidated headquarters or whether such a slrategs would 
devalue the Hoover site. GSA pursued this strategy. 
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During this time, GSA ran a competition to identity potential locations for the new 
headquarters and, in 2014, announced a shortlist of three sites; Greenbelt, MD, Landover, MD, 
and Springfield, VA. Only Springfield, VA is owned by the federal government. All three sites 
have associated costs ir,selected for the FBI consolidation. 

In late 20 1 5, GSA determined there is not enough value in the Hoover Building to fund a 
new consolidated FBI headquarters and alerted congressional committees it would be seeking 
appropriations for federal construction. However. GS.A indicated that it would still use the 
Floover Building in exchange for covering a portion of the cost. 

FBI Headquarters Funding 

In Fiscal Year 20 1 6, initial funds were appropriated for the project, including $3 1 5 
million in the FBI’s budget for design and preconstruction activities and $75 million in GSA's 
FBF for construction management and oversight. 

For Fiscal Year 2017, $1.4 billion is reque.sted for the project, split between the FBI and 
GSA. The Administration’s budget request includes $759 million for GSA's FBF and $646 
million for the FBI. In addition, as required law^ GSA submitted to the 1 &l Committee and 
Senate BPW a prospectus for the FBI Headquarters Consolidation requesting authorization for 
the $759 million requested in the FY20I7 Budget. While the prospectus identifies the funding 
sources for the project, including the FY20I6 funding for the FBI and GSA, the reque.sted 
amounts For FY2017, and the value for the Hoover Building, it does not include the estimated 
total project cost as is customary in prospectuses. 

Federal Courthouse Construction Program 

The Committee, on a bi-partisan basis, has conducted ongoing oversight over the years 
on the federal courthouse construction program. In 2005, Chairman Shuster and Ranking 
Member Norton as the then-Chairman and Ranking Member of the Subcommittee on Economic 
Development, Public Buildings, and Emergency Management, requested that the Judicial 
Conference of the United States study the Judiciary’s courtroom usage and report back to the 
Committee. 

In 2008, the Judiciary submitted to the Committee a final report on courtroom usage 
completed by the Federal Judicial Center (FJC), the education and research agency For the U.S. 
Courts. The FJC study showed that, on average, a courtroom is scheduled to be used 4. 1 hours a 
day for active district judge courtrooms, 2 hours a day For .senior judge courtrooms, and 2.6 hours 
a day for magistrate judge courtrooms.’ In addition, only half of the scheduled courtroom time is 
actually spent on ca.se-related proceedings. In light of this study, the Committee requested the 
Government Accountability Office (GAO) review Federal courthouse planning and construction. 


- w. 

' Report on the ( sage of Federal DisfricI Court Courtrooms, Jucljcia! Conrcrcncc oflbc United States. Seplernher 
16. 2()(}3. Sec also. Federal ( 'oiirtliou.se Construction: Better Planning, (h-ersight. and ( 'oiirtrooni Sharing Seeded 
to . Iddress Future ( 'osts. (.iAO- ! 0-417. June 2010. 



vii 


in 2010, the GAO completed a study entitled. Federal Courlhotise Construction: Better 
Planning, Oversight, and Courtroom Sharing Needed to Address Future Costs.* Specifically, the 
GAO examined 33 courthouses that were constructed during the ten-year period from 2000 to 
2010. The GAO found that 3.56 million square feet of extra space was built because of the 
following reasons: (1) the Judiciary overestimated its 10-year projection of future judges 
assigned to courthouses; (2) new courthouses did not incorporate courtroom sharing; and (3) 
GSA constructed courthouses above the congressionally-approved size. 

Following the GAO study issued in 2010, the Subcommittee on Economic Development, 
Public Buildings, and Emergency Management submitted a bipartisan letter to President Obama 
highlighting the concerns raised by the GAO report and indicating that the Committee planned to 
withhold authorizing new federal courthouse construction until the Committee was satisfied that 
appropriate refomis to the program were in place. The Committee subsequently requested that 
the GAO review the Judiciary's 5-Year Plan^ which was the focus of a hearing held in 2013. 

At the hearing in April of20l3, the GAO released its report on the Judiciary’s updated 
process (Asset Management Planning (AMP) process) for identifying new courthouse 
construction projects for its 5-Year Plan.^ The GAO concluded that the AMP process was an 
improvement from the Judiciary’s previous methodology; however, the GAO recommended that 
the AMP process could be better aligned with leading capital planning practices. The Ga\ 0 also 
highlighted that only two of the 12 projects on the 5-Year Plan at that time had been evaluated 
using the AMP process and suggested that there be a moratorium on those projects until they 
were reassessed using the AMP process. As a result of this, the Committee requested the 
Judiciary apply the AMP process to the courthou.ses on the 5-Year Plan. The Judiciary agreed 
and reevaluated the courthouses in the 5-Year Plan using the AMP process and. in September 

2015, submitted a revised 5-Year Plan to the Committee. 

The Judiciary has taken significant steps to address the GAO recommendations and 
improve its space utilization to reduce costs to the taxpayer. The Judiciary has adopted 
courtroom sharing policies for its magistrate, senior and bankruptcy judges; developed the AMP 
process to better evaluate the need for a new courthouse; recommended less costly repair and 
alteration projects in lieu of new courthouses; and has taken additional steps to reduce its overall 
footprint. 

Congress included in GSA’s Fiscal Year 2016 FBF appropriation $948 million for new 
courthouse construction projects as prioritized in the updated 5- Year Plan. The appropriations 
committees also required GSA to .submit a spending plan to Congress which is due in April of 

2016. As required by law^ GSA must submit prospcclmsos to the T&l Committee and Senate 
EPW for approval for the new courthouses. The only prospectus received for a courthouse on the 
updated 5-Year Plan is for a new courthouse in Nashville, J ennessee. 


' (i.A()-IO-4l7. 

I’^ach year, the .ludiciar) .subniils to the C\»mniiltee a 5-yeaf Coutlhoiiso Project Plan approved b} the Judicial 
Conference of the United States. The plan rcllects the Judiciary's onictal list of priority project.s over a 5 -year 
period. 

niA(>-13-52.3r 
Mo U.S.C'.§ 3307 
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GSA Author Hies 

Exchange Authority 


In recent years. GSA has proposed using its '‘exchange” authorities to carry out 
traditional federal construction projects. There are a number ofprovisions in the Public Buildings 
Act that provide GSA with limited authority to exchange existing federal properties for another 
property. However, exchanging an existing federal property for construction services is 
unprecedented particularly on the scale proposed by GSA. Historically, GSA has used its 
exchange authorities to exchange an existing federal asset with an existing private sector asset - 
for example, if the private sector asset was in a preferred location for federal purposes. Only 
once in recent history was the authority used for new construction and that project was for a 
relatively small parking garage. In addition, GSA maintains that no congressional authorization 
is required when using its exchange authority even when it is proposing to construct a new 
building, like the FBI headquarters, valued at $2 billion. H.R. 4487, the Public Buildings Reform 
and Savings Act of 2016 authored by Subcommittee Chairman Barletta and Ranking Member 
Carson, would clarify the requirement For congressional authorization of such projects. 

In 2012, GSA issued a Request for Information to redevelop the Federal Triangle South 
property that houses the Department of Energy (DOE). Replacing the existing DOE 
Headquarters and selling and allowing for the redevelopment of the site are concepts that have 
been supported in various bipartisan pieces of legislation. However, instead of proceeding w ith 
the redevelopment of the entire .site as originally propo.sed. in 2014. GSA issued a Request for 
Qualifications to exchange OSA’s Regional Office Building and the Cotton Annex building in 
Federal Triangle South for services to renovate GSA's Headquarters Building and up to three 
historic buildings at the St. Elizabeths campus - the current site of the new DHS Headquarters. 

More recently, GSA issued a Notice of Intent to exchange the current Department of 
Labor headquarters for a site that could accommodate up to 1 .4 million square feet and a new 
headquarters building for the Department of Labor in Washington. D.C. 

Court Rulina Related to Committee’s Approval Process 

in November of 2015, the U.S. Court of Federal Claims issued a ruling in the ca.se of 
Springfield Parcel C. LLC v. United States. The case was brought as a post-award bid protest 
from a request for lease propo.sals (RLP) awarded by GSA for a new headquarters for the 
Transportation Security Administration (TSA). The lease was awarded to Bi.senhovver Real 
Estate Holdings. LLC (Ei.scnhower) and Springfield Parcel C, LLC sought a permanent 
injunction of the award to Eisenhower. 

Among the issues the Court addressed was whether GSA violated the law by exceeding 
the square footage authorized by the Committee when it approved the proposed TSA lease. In 
concluding that GS.A had exceeded its authority, the Court also squarely addressed the issue of 
whether the prospectus process is constitutional. The Court concluded that the Committee's 
approval proce.ss did not run afoul of the Constitution explaining that the Executive Branch has 
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no authority to expend funds for public buildings without an authorization.* The Court further 
explained that the “congrcssionai committees' approvals precede, not follow, the pertinent 
appropriation, and any conditions stated in the committees’ approving resolutions flow through 
to the appropriation.”*’ The Court noted that because GSA violated the law, there was no 
appropriation available for the lease and therefore concluded the lease violated the Anti- 
Detlciency Act (ADA). As a result, the Court ruled the lease was void ab initio (from the 
beginning). 


The Springfield Parcel C. LLC ruling made it clear that GSA must obtain committee 
authorization for projects exceeding the threshold in the lavv'“. Absent authorization, GSA has no 
authority to obligate funds for these projects. In addition, the case made clear that the parameters 
typically included in the committee resolutions approving GSA projects, such as limitations on 
square footage and costs, are binding on GSA. 


CONCLUSION 


The hearing will focus on GSA’s major projects planned in the near term, including 
major construction projects, the use of GSA’s exchange authorities and other oversight issues. 


WITNF.SS LI.ST 


The Honorable Steny Hover (D-MD) 

Democratic Whip 
Member of Congress 

The Honorable D. Brooks Smith 
Chair. Committee on Space and Facilities 
Judicial Conference of the United States 

.Mr. Norman Dong 
Commissioner 
Public Buildings Service 
U.S. General Services Administration 

Mr. Richard L. Haley 11 

Chief Financial Officer/ .Assistant Director. Facilities and Logistics Services Division 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 


^ Sprin^iichl Parcel C, I.IX ' v (■ ailed Sluice, xio. i 5-!06nt'. ted. Cl. (2(U .s). l.cltcr to the 1 ionorttbie SiK io (). 
Conic. li~IW>8.S4. 1U84 \V1. 26217.4 (Comp. C.cn. \4ar. 10. 1084) 

‘ Spriaaiicld Parcel ( I.IX ' o, I ailed Slaic.e, No. ! .S-1U6VC. I'cd. Cl. (2015). ptigc 2?. biotntttc 2,4. 
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SAVING TAXPAYER DOLLARS BY REDUCING 
FEDERAL OFFICE SPACE COSTS 


TUESDAY, MARCH 1, 2016 

House of Representatives, 

Subcommittee on Economic Development, 

Public Buildings and Emergency Management, 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, 

Washington, DC. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 
2167, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Lou Barletta (Chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Barletta. The committee will come to order. 

I ask unanimous consent that Members not on the subcommittee 
be permitted to sit with the subcommittee at today’s hearing, offer 
testimony and ask questions. 

The purpose of today’s hearing is to review major construction 
projects planned or proposed by the General Services Administra- 
tion and examine GSA’s use of its authority to carry out real estate 
transactions for the Federal Government. 

I want to welcome Representative Hoyer. I look forward to his 
testimony on the FBI [Federal Bureau of Investigation] Head- 
quarters. 

There are two significant construction programs we will examine 
today: the construction of a new consolidated headquarters for the 
FBI, and the judiciary’s courthouse construction program. These 
two programs alone total more than $3 billion. 

That is why I want to thank Judge Smith, Chair of the Com- 
mittee on Space and Facilities for the Judicial Conference of the 
United States; Mr. Haley, CFO [chief financial officer] of the FBI; 
and Public Buildings Service Commissioner, Mr. Dong, for being 
here today. 

For fiscal year 2016, nearly $1 billion was appropriated for new 
courthouses. This committee has worked closely with the judiciary 
on improving its courthouse program. And, I want to thank the ju- 
diciary and the work of Judge Smith to reduce the costs to the tax- 
payer in courthouse projects. 

Steps the judiciary has taken include improving the evaluation 
process for new courthouses; adopting courtroom sharing policies; 
recommending less costly alternatives to new construction when 
appropriate; and reducing the judiciary’s overall space footprint. 

Now we must continue to work together to ensure new court- 
house projects stay on schedule and within budget. I look forward 
to hearing today from GSA and the judiciary on the strategies they 
will put into place to ensure we stay on track with these projects. 

( 1 ) 
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The FBI Headquarters consolidation is another significant con- 
struction project. The new headquarters is proposed to include 2.1 
million square feet of space. The project is intended to consolidate 
scattered FBI Headquarters functions into one location, reduce the 
FBI’s footprint by 30 percent, and reduce the costs to the taxpayer. 

I have three major criteria with respect to the FBI project. First, 
the project needs to be a good deal for the taxpayer. Two, it needs 
to meet the FBI’s security and financial requirements. And three, 
the process has to be fair for the three jurisdictions involved. 

In the fiscal year 2017 budget, the administration has requested 
a total of $1.4 billion, split between GSA and the FBI. This com- 
mittee has also received a GSA prospectus to authorize a portion 
of the funding. 

As we review this proposal, there are many unanswered ques- 
tions. For example, the prospectus does not include a total esti- 
mated project cost for the FBI Headquarters, something that is re- 
quired by law to be included in GSA prospectuses. 

Understanding what the total cost is to the taxpayer will be im- 
portant for Congress to effectively evaluate the proposal before us. 

GSA previously proposed constructing a new FBI Headquarters 
using its exchange authority. Members of this committee expressed 
concerns regarding the use of this authority to construct a $2 bil- 
lion headquarters without any congressional authorization. 

Now GSA is proposing the project be funded with a combination 
of direct appropriations and the exchange of the Hoover Building. 

While we now have a prospectus for the FBI project because of 
the appropriations request, GSA has planned other major projects 
using its exchange authority for which no authorization has been 
sought. The committee has encouraged GSA to better utilize all of 
its authorities, particularly related to the public-private partner- 
ships. 

However, we also expect there to be proper congressional over- 
sight, particularly of projects with billion-dollar price tags. That is 
why we included in H.R. 4487, the Public Buildings Reform and 
Savings Act, a bill I introduced along with Ranking Member Car- 
son, a number of provisions that would clarify and strengthen con- 
gressional oversight over these projects. 

Finally, there are a number of other topics I hope we can discuss 
today. Last November, for example, the U.S. Court of Federal 
Claims voided the lease award for the TSA [Transportation Secu- 
rity Administration] Headquarters. What is the current plan to get 
this project back on track? 

And how does GSA interpret the ruling as it relates to its au- 
thority to acquire properties? 

I hope we can get answers to these and other questions today. 
I look forward to hearing from our witnesses today. 

And thank you. 

I now call on the ranking member of the subcommittee, Mr. Car- 
son, for his opening statement. 

Mr. Carson. Thank you. Chairman. 

Welcome to today’s hearing. I am very pleased to have my good 
friend. Minority Whip Hoyer, as a witness testifying on behalf of 
his great constituents in Maryland. 
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As the Federal Government’s landlord, GSA has the responsi- 
hility to work with other Federal agencies to make decisions that 
will reflect both the will of the administration and Congress. This 
committee has worked diligently, to the chairman’s remarks, with 
GSA and tenant agencies to identify opportunities to improve their 
space utilization. 

This can save taxpayer dollars, help agencies spend less on real 
estate, and improve their ability to provide their core services to 
those who need them. 

We have held roundtables across the Nation, and we have se- 
cured commitments from leaders of various agencies and secured 
the approval in many ways of people from the respective munici- 
palities. 

I commend GSA for the efforts and fully expect them to continue 
their efforts. It is just as critically important in these times of fiscal 
cuts and austerity measures to use space efficiently as it is to en- 
sure that existing building stock is properly maintained. Proactive 
maintenance and repair is almost always more cost efficient than 
reactive maintenance. 

This is why I am pleased to see that the administration has com- 
mitted to over $2 billion in construction, repair, and maintenance 
projects in their fiscal year 2017 budget. These projects range from 
major repair jobs to the exchange contemplated by GSA to provide 
a new consolidated FBI Headquarters. 

Now, many of these projects represent Federal agencies signifi- 
cantly downsizing their current real estate footprint. There is a 
real opportunity to achieve long-term savings for taxpayers by ef- 
fectively managing real estate. 

Included in the fiscal year 2017 request is $10.7 million for long 
overdue repair and alteration projects to undertake structural up- 
grades of the parking lot garage, for example, in my district, of the 
Minton-Capehart Federal Building, which will stimulate economic 
activity in Indianapolis. 

Finally, I look forward to hearing from the Administrative Office 
of the U.S. Courts. For many years this subcommittee has worked 
collaboratively with the Federal judiciary to better understand 
their space needs and to determine where savings can be found. 

The committee held multiple hearings, initiated several GAO 
[Government Accountability Office] reports, and ultimately re- 
quested a moratorium in 2010 on the administration constructing 
new courthouses. 

After much discussion, the Federal judiciary has committed to 
judges sharing courtrooms, a close adherence to the “U.S. Courts 
Design Guide,” and eliminating the use of judgeship projections in 
determining courthouse construction needs. 

As a result of the Federal judiciary adopting these reforms and 
adopting a new capital planning process developed in tandem with 
the subcommittee. Congress appropriated nearly $1 billion for new 
courthouses in fiscal year 2016, and today the chairman and I hope 
to hear from the Federal judiciary about how they plan to spend 
and prioritize their request for the authorization of funds appro- 
priated in fiscal year 2016. 

Thank you. Chairman, and thank you. Whip Hoyer, and I look 
forward to hearing from the witnesses today. 
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I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Barletta. Thank you, Ranking Member Carson. 

On our first panel today we have the Honorable Steny Hoyer. I 
ask unanimous consent that our witness’ full statement be included 
for the record. 

Without objection, so ordered. 

Representative Hoyer, you are now recognized for 5 minutes. 

TESTIMONY OF HON. STENY H. HOYER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 

Mr. Hoyer. Chairman Barletta, thank you very much for giving 
me this opportunity to testify. I want to say how pleased I am to 
be here with your ranking member as well, Mr. Carson, my dear 
friend; Mr. Sires, and Ms. Frankel, and particularly, of course, 
Donna Edwards, my colleague from Maryland. She and I represent 
two of the three sites in Prince George’s County that are being 
viewed and have been asked to be the subjects of proposal. 

Mr. Crawford, good to be here with you. Mrs. Comstock is not in 
the room right now, but it is good to be with her as well. I thank 
you for this opportunity. 

Also, you are going to be hearing from Mr. Haley. 

Let me say that my office has been working on this project for 
over 6 years. We believe it is one of the most important projects 
for Americans, not just for Maryland or Virginia, but for Americans 
generally to make more efficient and effective the agency on which 
we rely so heavily not only to keep us safe from those who commit 
crimes, but those who would terrorize our country from abroad. 

Mr. Haley will be testifying also. 

Lisa Jackson of Prince George’s County is also here. Lisa, who 
works for our county executive in Prince George’s County, is very 
strongly in favor of this, and as you know. Governor O’Malley al- 
ready put up money for transportation around one of the sites so 
that we are looking forward to being very competitive on this. 

But the bottom line is the FBI needs a new facility. I appreciate 
this opportunity to testify about an issue of great consequence both 
to our homeland security and to growth and development in Mary- 
land’s Fifth Congressional District. The administration’s fiscal year 
2017 budget submission, as you pointed out, included requests for 
$1.4 billion. 

As you know, last year we put $390 million in the budget. So 
that is close to $1.8 billion. The balance is obviously contemplated 
by an in-kind transfer of the existing FBI Building, and of course, 
one of the questions is what would the valuation of that property 
be. 

A new FBI Headquarters will improve Bureau capabilities, re- 
duce facilities cost, and ultimately reduce the amount of space, as 
you pointed out as well, Mr. Chairman, that the FBI Headquarters 
will need. 

As you are aware, the GSA is considering three locations to 
house the new FBI Headquarters, two of which are in Maryland’s 
Prince George’s County, as I say, represented by Donna Edwards 
and by myself 

Consolidating the FBI Headquarters would offer the FBI an ex- 
traordinary set of advantages, as would selecting a site in Prince 
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George’s County. First, consolidating the FBI Headquarters would 
enhance the Bureau’s effectiveness at responding to emergencies by 
improving communications between divisions and departments cur- 
rently housed separately in 13 separate facilities around the city. 

Currently, roughly half of the FBI Headquarters staff work out 
of leased space around the region in 13 additional locations as a 
result of insufficient space at the current J. Edgar Hoover Building. 

According to the Weapons of Mass Destruction Commission re- 
port in 2005, the FBI had difficulty sharing information even with- 
in its own organization before 9/11, a challenge that was exacer- 
bated by not having a consolidated headquarters. 

We talk a lot about the synergy of coalescing divisions. I know 
I represent Pax River and the synergy of putting together both ad- 
ministration and research, development, test, and evaluation has 
paid off big dividends since we did that in the 1990s. 

Consolidating the headquarters will contribute to efforts already 
underway to improve FBI emergency response, crisis management 
and terrorism prevention. 

Director Comey testified last week, and I quote, “A key challenge 
inhibiting our ability to address these threats is the lack of a head- 
quarters facility that fully fosters collaboration, intelligence shar- 
ing, and is dynamic, enabling special agents, intelligence analysts, 
and other professional staff to combat evolving threats as they 
arise.” 

He went on to say the building occupied by the FBI since 1974, 
over 40 years ago, is obsolete, inefficient, and faces a number of se- 
curity vulnerabilities, a very important issue in terms of required 
setbacks, Mr. Chairman, as you so well know. 

Now, Mr. Comey went on to say currently the facility only houses 
half of the headquarters workforce, requiring personnel to be dis- 
bursed in multiple locations within the National Capital region. He 
went on to say this makes it extremely difficult to adapt to rapidly 
developing threats and collaborate across divisions and programs. 

Secondly, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. Prince 
George’s County offers the FBI’s workforce a range of convenient 
and efficient transportation options for access to area airports. We 
have the Baltimore-Washington International Airport, National 
and Dulles, but just as importantly, Andrews Air Force Base is 
some 20 minutes away in terms of foreign deployment of Air Force 
aircraft; Metro, Amtrak and major highways next to one of the 
sites that is being considered and 1 mile from another site that is 
being considered. 

Twenty-five percent of the region’s Federal workforce currently 
lives in Prince George’s County, and Maryland is already home to 
many of the FBI employees. 

Third, the sites being considered in Prince George’s County offer 
close proximity to some of our Nation’s most important national se- 
curity and cybersecurity agencies as well, as world-class research 
institutions. 

Director Comey has identified cybersecurity as one of the FBI’s 
priorities, and Maryland is home to the U.S. Cyber Command at 
Fort Meade, the National Security Agency, the Defense Information 
Systems Agency, the National Cyber security Center of Excellence 
Headquarters at the National Institute of Standards and Tech- 
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nology, the University of Maryland University College’s 
cybersecurity program, which is approximately 2 V 2 miles from this 
site, and the Department of Defense’s Cyber Crime Center, DCS, 
as they call it. 

Prince George’s County is also home to private-sector companies 
and contractors in the cybersecurity field. 

Fourth, according to a 2011 report, Mr. Chairman, by the FBI, 
consolidating the headquarters would save taxpayers at least $44 
million per year due to the elimination of inefficiencies from hous- 
ing its divisions in multiple locations. 

Consolidating the FBI, Mr. Chairman, is one of the most impor- 
tant homeland security initiatives in years, and selecting a site in 
Prince George’s County will best achieve — in my view and in the 
view of our Governor, Larry Hogan, a Republican Governor — the 
goals of such consolidation. This is a bipartisan effort in our State, 
and we are dedicating resources and the Governor has money in 
his budget this year to facilitate the selection of one of these sites. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the committee for this opportunity to 
share my views, and I hope Members will fully support the GSA’s 
efforts with regard to the FBI consolidation. 

I might add, Mr. Chairman, just for your consideration I have 
been a strong proponent of building this building on a lease-to-own 
basis because I thought (a) that was from a fiscal standpoint an 
easier way to get from where we are to where we want to be. 

The administration and GSA have chosen not to go that route, 
but I would hope the committee would keep that in mind as an op- 
tion. I thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would be glad to answer any 
questions. 

Mr. Curbelo, good to see you, sir. 

Mr. Barletta. Thank you for your testimony. Representative 
Hoyer. 

It has been our policy that we will refrain from any questions be- 
cause we know you have a busy schedule, and I want to thank you 
for your being here today. 

The lease-to-own idea you talked about is actually in our bill, 
something that we also feel is a tool that we should use, and I 
think we all agree that the case for a new headquarters is perfectly 
clear. 

Our challenge is to make sure that it will be built in a cost-effec- 
tive manner to better serve our country. As you said, this is a na- 
tional issue very important to our country. Your testimony will 
help inform the subcommittee as we review this important project. 

Mr. Hoyer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Members. 

Mr. Barletta. Thank you for being here. 

Mr. Hoyer. Thank you, Mr. Carson. 

Mr. Barletta. For our second panel today, we will have the 
Honorable D. Brooks Smith, Chair, Committee on Space and Facili- 
ties, Judicial Conference of the United States. 

Mr. Norman Dong, Commissioner, Public Buildings Services, 
General Services Administration. 

And Mr. Richard L. Haley II, Assistant Director, Facilities and 
Finance Division of the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

I ask unanimous consent that our witnesses’ full statements be 
included in the record. 



7 


Without objection, so ordered. 

Each of you is now recognized for 5 minutes, and. Judge Smith, 
if you are ready, you may proceed. 

TESTIMONY OF HON. D. BROOKS SMITH, CHAIR, COMMITTEE 

ON SPACE AND FACILITIES, JUDICIAL CONFERENCE OF THE 

UNITED STATES; NORMAN DONG, COMMISSIONER, PUBLIC 

BUILDINGS SERVICE, U.S. GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRA- 
TION; AND RICHARD L. HALEY H, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, FA- 
CILITIES AND FINANCE DIVISION, FEDERAL BUREAU OF IN- 
VESTIGATION 

Judge Smith. Chairman Barletta, Ranking Member Carson, and 
members of the subcommittee, I am D. Brooks Smith, a judge of 
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit, and I Chair the 
Judicial Conference Committee on Space and Facilities. Thank you 
for the invitation to testify. 

As this subcommittee pursues the topic of saving taxpayer dol- 
lars by reducing Federal office space costs, I can assure all of you 
that the Federal judiciary has been actively engaged in accom- 
plishing that very objective. 

As the third branch performs its paramount constitutional du- 
ties, we are focused on being good stewards of the resources Con- 
gress has provided, while also meeting the needs of the public and 
ensuring that security and safety concerns are met. 

To this end, the judiciary has implemented a number of plans, 
policies and procedures which shape the way we think about how 
to plan and use space. While my written testimony provides great- 
er detail on these topics, I want to use the time you have gener- 
ously provided me to briefly discuss three points. 

First, the Federal judiciary has adopted a number of initiatives 
to manage the space it currently occupies. 

Second, we have reformed our courthouse construction program 
to ensure that as we plan for future space requirements each 
project will satisfy the housing needs of the particular court in the 
most cost-efficient manner possible. 

Third, the judiciary in cooperation with the General Services Ad- 
ministration is mindful of its stewardship responsibility. The courts 
are committed to managing our resources in a responsible manner 
and spending appropriated funds in the most cost-effective way we 
can. 

First, the Federal judiciary currently uses a number of tools to 
manage existing space, including our space reduction program, 
circuitwide policies to assure no net new space growth, the inte- 
grated workplace initiative and courtroom sharing policies. The 
space reduction program alone has already generated an annual 
cost avoidance of $11.8 million, as we have released nearly one-half 
million usable square feet back to GSA. We are on track for addi- 
tional space reductions, which will accomplish further savings. 

Second, over the past 10 years, the Judicial Conference has made 
a number of changes to its courthouse construction program in an 
effort to reduce costs, increase efficiencies and prioritize require- 
ments on the basis of urgency of need. Many of those changes were 
in response to GAO recommendations and guidance from Congress, 
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specifically from this subcommittee and the full Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

Reforms the third branch has undertaken in regard to our court- 
house construction program include adoption of the asset manage- 
ment planning process, known as AMP; reprioritization of all con- 
struction projects according to the results of the AMP process; and 
modification of the old 5-year plan now designated the Federal ju- 
diciary Courthouse Project Priorities plan, CPP. 

With these reforms, the Judicial Conference is now able to sub- 
mit a planning document to Congress that provides a combination 
of both flexibility and reasonable predictability. 

Third, while we are carefully managing our existing space and 
prudently planning our future requirements, the judiciary is work- 
ing closely with GSA to manage funded construction projects in an 
efficient and fiscally responsible manner. 

Recognizing that there are courts that for too long have been 
housed in aging facilities with serious space, security, and oper- 
ational deficiencies. Congress provided $948 million for courthouse 
construction. After congressional authorization this money will 
fully fund the top eight projects on the CPP and partially fund the 
ninth project on the plan. GSA and the AO [Administrative Office 
of the U.S. Courts] are preparing the spending plan which must be 
submitted to the Appropriations Committees by mid-April 2016. 

Because the spend plan is still under development, I am not yet 
able to comment with specificity on the contents of that plan, but 
I can describe some of the actions we are taking. 

That effort includes implementing a portfolio management strat- 
egy; refreshing program requirements; reviewing design guide ex- 
ceptions; developing plans and coordinating actions necessary for 
the successful execution of the courthouse projects funded in the 
fiscal year 2016 Appropriations Act. 

I have personally emphasized to each court that each project 
should stay at or below its budget planning number. 

We in the third branch are appreciative of the commitment Con- 
gress has made to the courthouse construction program. We look 
forward to working with this subcommittee and the full committee 
as the projects come to you for authorization. 

We are also well aware of the concerns raised over past construc- 
tion efforts. We have responded to those concerns and will continue 
to do so. The judiciary is committed to managing our current space, 
to planning for future space in a responsible and economical man- 
ner, and to exercising good stewardship over our resources con- 
sistent with our constitutionally mandated duties to deliver justice. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Ranking Member. 

Mr. Barletta. Thank you for your testimony. Judge Smith. 

Commissioner Dong, welcome, and you may proceed. 

Mr. Dong. Good morning. Chairman Barletta, Ranking Member 
Carson, and members of this committee. My name is Norman 
Dong, and I am the Commissioner of the Public Buildings Service 
at GSA. Thank you for inviting me to testify this morning. 

There is a simple way of thinking about our work at GSA. We 
support our Federal tenants in meeting their space requirements, 
but we must do so in the most fiscally responsible way. That means 
balancing our commitment to our tenants with our commitment to 
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the taxpayer, and our mandate is to help our Federal tenants 
spend less on rent so they can devote more of their limited re- 
sources on agency mission. 

At GSA, we are focusing on four key priorities: 

First, reducing the Federal footprint; 

Second, promoting greater competition in our leasing activity; 

Third, disposing of underutilized properties far more aggressively 
than we have in the past; and 

Four, delivering capital projects to consolidate agencies into fed- 
erally owned facilities. 

In recent years, GSA has supported the governmentwide effort to 
reduce the Federal footprint. Since 2012, the inventory of office and 
warehouse space has declined by nearly 25 million square feet. As 
leases expire in the coming years, we see even more opportunity for 
agencies to co-locate, consolidate and reduce their rent spending. 

The consolidation activities program is an important part of our 
effort to improve agency space utilization. The funding that Con- 
gress has provided over the past 2 years will reduce the Federal 
footprint by more than 1 million square feet and save taxpayers 
more than $76 million in lease cost savings each year. 

As we consider the size of the Federal footprint, we also must 
consider the cost of this footprint, and that is why our approach to 
leasing is so important. While we emphasize the importance of fed- 
erally owned space, we will continue to see a significant amount of 
leased activity in our portfolio. Therefore, we need to get the most 
competitive lease rates for our tenants and for the taxpayer. 

In previous hearings, we discussed how GSA is promoting great- 
er competition in our leasing process. To do this we are starting 
our planning work much earlier in the process. We are broadening 
delineated areas, and when it makes sense to do so, we are pro- 
moting longer lease terms in order to get lower rates. 

GSA has been working with each of our regional offices to exam- 
ine the pipeline of expiring leases to secure agency space require- 
ments and to promote greater competition for those follow-on trans- 
actions. As a result of this improved long-term planning, your com- 
mittee will be receiving more lease prospectuses earlier on in the 
process as GSA works to avoid costly holdovers and extensions. 

We are also doing more to get rid of our underutilized assets and 
for good reason. We face significant operating costs in maintaining 
properties that we no longer need, and these underutilized build- 
ings have a significant backlog of unmet maintenance and repair 
needs which we will never be able to afford in this current budget 
environment. 

Finally, we see significant opportunity to tap into the value of 
our underutilized assets that no longer have utility to the Federal 
Government, but reflect far more value to the private sector. 

Our efforts are making a difference. Over the past 2 years, GSA 
has disposed of more than 500 assets, which has generated close 
to $100 million in sales proceeds. But there is more that needs to 
be done. That is why for the first time GSA has developed a 
multiyear pipeline that provides greater transparency and account- 
ability for us to get rid of those assets that we have identified for 
potential disposal, exchange or out-lease. 
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Finally, I want to discuss how we are delivering capital projects 
to consolidate agencies into federally owned facilities. There are 
significant economic benefits of moving out of expensive leases and 
consolidating into federally owned huildings. 

In addition, co-locating agency components also enhances mission 
effectiveness through increased collahoration and coordination. 

We appreciate the support that this committee has provided in 
our efforts to develop federally owned headquarters facilities for 
our major tenants. One major example is the consolidation of DHS 
[Department of Homeland Security] at the St. Elizabeths campus. 
The St. Elizabeths project will consolidate millions of square feet 
of space that we are currently leasing into one federally owned 
campus. 

The consolidation at St. Elizabeths will also enhance DHS mis- 
sion effectiveness while redeveloping an underutilized asset that is 
already in our portfolio. And I am pleased to report that we are on 
track with this project. 

GSA has also committed to delivering a new headquarters facil- 
ity for the FBI. This new facility will consolidate FBI employees 
from 13 different locations across the National Capital region to a 
modern and secure facility that enhances FBI’s national security, 
intelligence, and law enforcement missions and saves millions of 
dollars in leasing costs each year. 

Thank you for providing me the opportunity to speak with you 
on our progress at GSA. I look forward to working with this com- 
mittee to improve how we manage real property in the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. Barletta. Thank you for your testimony. Commissioner 
Dong. 

Mr. Haley, thank you for being here, and you may proceed. 

Mr. Haley. Chairman Barletta, Ranking Member Carson, com- 
mittee and I also want to thank your staff. They have been terrific 
in asking questions and dealing with this. 

On behalf of Director Comey, the FBI family, thank you for let- 
ting us be part of this hearing to talk about what is obviously a 
huge endeavor and opportunity. 

I also want to thank you first though beyond headquarters and 
what that iconic symbol is and operational. There are 400 or so lo- 
cations across the country, many of those in your jurisdictions, and 
that is the tip of the spear for us, those field offices and resident 
agencies where the work gets done. 

And really just to take a short period of time to talk about two 
aspects of that, and one is the operational aspect in that coordina- 
tion and collaboration, what has, since 9/11, both for the field and 
headquarters, changed the way the FBI has done things. 

The Director talked about that with our Appropriations Com- 
mittee where we came just last week, being a reactive organization 
with not much IT or technology to an organization today where we 
have over 6,000 State and local task force members. We have for- 
eign law enforcement intelligence organizations working in our fa- 
cilities, and that technology and how that works, if a building is 
at its best, it is invisible to that operational user. Unfortunately, 
especially at headquarters, our building is not invisible to the users 
and to the agents and intelligence analysts and professional staff. 
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and has a lot of problems in terms of us being able to just get col- 
laboration there. 

It was a police precinct when it was built, a national police pre- 
cinct, poured concrete for efficiency and cost at the time. That same 
efficiency that was built back in the 1960s and 1970s is today in- 
hibiting where we can actually make the appropriate space, run 
wiring and cabling throughout the building. Projects take way too 
long. 

We can talk about obviously the footprint. We are looking at over 
800,000 square feet, being able to reduce in our headquarters facil- 
ity with this consolidation. That has obviously, as mentioned be- 
fore, a lot of cost savings. 

The security footprint is obviously another area with the set- 
backs at that downtown location compared to our other intelligence 
partners, but it is really that operational piece that I think is most 
important to us. 

The other piece that I think the Director would want us to men- 
tion is that aspect of full consolidation, that this project in any way 
it is done and wherever it is located, being able to consolidate all 
of those pieces. The organization historically, cases were done in 
the field. Headquarters are more of an administrative burden to 
the field. 

Today, which started in our counterterrorism side but has ex- 
panded across all of our national security cases, as well as our 
criminal and cyber cases, is that national global coordination center 
over all of those things that are happening in the field. The Direc- 
tor has mentioned before that Bonnie and Clyde may have robbed 
on a good day two or three banks in one small area. You now have 
cyberhackers and attacks going on where $80 million, $90 million 
can be stolen from all across the country, and how that coordina- 
tion occurs has a lot to do with how we bring those different skill 
sets and those different capabilities together, and that right now is 
an inhibitor for us. 

So I look forward to answering you questions today, and on that 
good deal and meets security at least on the first two you men- 
tioned earlier, good deal and meets security and financial piece, as 
CFO and steward for all of our facilities and logistics, I agree with 
you. Whatever happens in this project, however it is funded, it 
needs to meet that, and the Director would want me to convey to 
you that he believes strongly in that as well. 

Mr. Barletta. Thank you for your testimony, Mr. Haley, and I 
would like to thank all of you for your statements. 

I will now begin the first round of questions, limited to 5 minutes 
for each Member. If there are any additional questions following 
the first round, we will have additional rounds of questions as 
needed. 

Before I begin the first round of questions, I want to recognize 
Judge Smith for your hard work to bring some much needed re- 
forms to the courthouse program. I know it has not been easy, and 
I appreciate how much progress that you have made. And I do hope 
that the next Chair will continue your good work. 

Judge Smith. Thank you. That is very kind of you, Mr. Chair- 
man. I appreciate that, and I am looking forward to there being a 
new Chair. Thank you. 
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[Laughter.] 

Mr. Barletta. Mr. Dong and Judge Smith, you have a limited 
amount of funds, and there are a lot of projects on the 5-year plan, 
and we want to fund as many of them as possible. That means 
every new courthouse project must he planned, designed and man- 
aged in a way to ensure that they are on schedule and under budg- 
et. 

What steps are you taking to ensure that this happens? 

Who wants to start? Either one. 

Judge Smith. Mr. Chairman, what we have undertaken is a very 
collaborative effort from the start in the wake of the appropriations 
bill. We, of course, have been very grateful to have now $948 mil- 
lion for purposes of building new courthouses and/or annexes to ex- 
isting courthouses. 

But we recognized at the outset that what we had to do was to 
undertake steps to assure that we, as responsibly as is humanly 
possible and as efficiently as we could, spend that money to see 
that facilities were provided for the judiciary that allowed us to do 
the job that we could do. 

The collaborative effort I have referred to has involved the entire 
court family and all those who have courts and venues that will 
eventually have new courthouse construction. 

I, at the end of January, convened a phone call of all the con- 
stituents involved and made sure that I reached out to them and 
emphasized the need to stay within costs. These are projects that 
have been waiting for a long time, many of them, and not all of 
the data is up to date. It needs to be refreshed. We are in that 
process now. 

But the word has gone out, and we have engaged not only the 
court but our friends at GSA as well who have worked with us in 
numerous meetings since then and in phone conferences, and I 
know that Commissioner Dong can speak to that level of coopera- 
tion as well. 

Mr. Dong. Chairman Barletta, I am extremely pleased with the 
strength of the partnership and the quality of the collaboration 
that we have seen between CSA and the courts, and our objective 
is the same, and that is to maximize the impact of the funds that 
have been appropriated for the courthouse program. 

Every day we are coming together to work through specific issues 
at specific courthouses, and we are really seeing some terrific 
progress here, but I think it really comes back to that commitment 
to collaboration to make sure that we are able to deliver on the 
program for these courthouses. 

Mr. Barletta. As you know, the Harrisburg Courthouse is num- 
ber 9 on the list. There is funding currently available for eight and 
partially some for nine. You know, I want to make sure that we 
stay on or under budget so that the partial funding for the Harris- 
burg Courthouse remains there and does not get used up on the top 
eight and the Harrisburg Courthouse would fall further back. 

Judge Smith. We are certainly keeping an eye with a view to- 
ward Harrisburg. As you know, Mr. Chairman, Harrisburg is al- 
most in my backyard. I am very familiar with the existing court- 
house. I am very familiar with the court, and I have seen the court 
numerous times. 
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I am in conversations with the chief judge, Chief Judge Connor 
of that district, and we are taking every step possible to make sure 
that there are sufficient monies after one through eight on the con- 
struction list to address at least the beginning of the courthouse 
project in Harrisburg. 

Mr. Barletta. Thank you. 

Mr. Dong, currently we only have one prospectus for a court- 
house on the judiciary’s 5-year plan. When can we expect the oth- 
ers, including the prospectus for the Harrisburg Courthouse? 

Mr. Dong. We were talking about the terrific planning work that 
we see between the courts and GSA, and right now we are going 
through courthouse by courthouse to make sure that we have got 
detailed program requirements that will meet the space needs for 
each project. 

And as we complete those requirements, we will be submitting 
prospectuses to the Congress. 

Mr. Barletta. Thank you. 

The Chair now recognizes Ranking Member Carson for his ques- 
tions. 

Mr. Carson. Thank you. Chairman. 

Mr. Haley, as the FBI continues to move forward with this con- 
solidation, have you considered your ability to retain employees if 
you leave the center of the region? 

Mr. Haley. Thank you, sir. 

We have. Obviously at the core of this project is the human cap- 
ital. That is what we are about, 36,000 people within the FBI. This 
building right now, the Hoover Building, holds about 5,500 of our 
downtown personnel and the rest of them are scattered. 

We have looked at it in two ways. One is depending on where 
the site gets located, how that affects current employees from an 
agent’s standpoint, agents tend for the most part to move around. 
So as the project gets identified and moves closer to completion, we 
believe that the agent population will migrate to wherever that lo- 
cation is. 

It is more in terms of the current population of that professional 
staff which is rooted in communities around the area. We have 
looked at the transportation routes. We have looked at the quality 
of everything from schools to all of that. 

So it is something we are very much involved in, and we have 
workforce planning. We have two initiatives right now, one looking 
at workforce planning and the other one looking at how the future 
FBI employees will operate, what type of space, what type of inter- 
action will they do. So all of that is being looked at. 

We think that for all three sites we are obviously agnostic to 
which site. We are the tenants of GSA, and they get to make that 
decision ultimately, but we believe all three sites can meet that re- 
quirement going forward. But it will be something we will have to 
work at. It is not something that is just going to naturally get us 
there. 

I will say one other thing on the recruiting piece. One of the 
things that we are seeing more and more in terms of the new gen- 
eration of employees, when they come to work we are somewhat 
stifled by all of the TV shows and movies on the FBI and what is 
expected of an organization that has national law enforcement and 
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domestic intelligence responsibilities. When they get there it is an 
understatement to say they are somewhat underwhelmed by what 
they are getting. 

So from that standpoint, we think that a headquarters operation 
that meets our operational requirements will help facilitate that re- 
cruitment effort in the future. 

Mr. Carson. We have not even covered the reconstruction of 
Quantico, but that is another subject. 

Judge, how does the judiciary plan to proceed with adding more 
projects to the capital courthouse projects priority plan? 

And does GSA in your mind have enough feasibility plans in the 
pipeline so that the courts can effectively put together a new cap- 
ital priorities plan in the near future? 

Judge Smith. First of all, the projects that are currently on the 
list have all undergone feasibility studies and must undergo a fea- 
sibility study before they are able to be placed on the list. So we 
are prepared in that regard to deal with those eight projects that 
have been generally referenced here today. 

What we must do and where the real work is being done right 
now both by the courts and the Administrative Office and Commis- 
sioner Don^s people, are to refresh the programming requirements 
for each of those eight as well as the Harrisburg project, and that 
is consuming a considerable amount of our time right now. 

But I am very pleased with the progress that has been made. I 
have been very pleased with the attitude that has been dem- 
onstrated by our court family, and the relationship that has devel- 
oped between the Public Buildings Service and the courts in recent 
years has allowed us to really negotiate our way through some old 
data in an effort to get ourselves into a position where we can, first 
of all, develop a spend plan, which we must have completed by 
mid-April, and then be able to submit to the Congress and with 
GSA developing the necessary prospectuses that each project will 
require. 

Mr. Carson. Yes, sir. Commissioner Dong, lastly, is it possible 
to even build a new FBI Headquarters without exchanging the cur- 
rent FBI Headquarters? 

And would redeveloping the Pennsylvania Avenue site into a new 
Federal complex make financial sense for GSA? 

Mr. Dong. We think the exchange is an important part of the 
process of delivering a new headquarters facility for the FBI be- 
cause it really allows us to tap into the value of the Hoover Build- 
ing. 

We see significant development interests on that site, and it is 
an important element of our larger funding strategy and our larger 
commitment to developing a new consolidated headquarters facility 
for that agency. 

Mr. Carson. Yes, sir. Thank you. 

I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Barletta. The Chair now recognizes Representative 
Crawford for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Crawford. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I thank you, gentlemen, for being here today. 
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Mr. Haley, real quickly, how much do you think you have saved? 
What is the estimate on saving construction costs when the consoli- 
dated headquarters is built? 

Mr. Haley. Sir, are you talking about the actual building or 
what we are saving right now in terms of rents and that? 

Mr. Crawford. What is a new consolidated headquarters? 

Mr. Haley. The part that I can talk to is the 13 lease sites 
around the Washington, DC, area plus the Hoover Building. 

We are spending about $130 million in lease costs and utilities 
today, and that does not even count the fact that each one of those 
facilities requires security. They each have their own IT 
apparatuses in those facilities. 

So as we look at those costs and consider the options of that all 
being on a campus where we are not securing multiple facilities, 
we are not paying rent, we are not paying for air conditioning and 
utilities on off-hours that we are having to do across these different 
locations, we think it is considerable. 

Since the 2011 study that was cited previously, that number I 
think was mentioned at about $40 million. We have not done an 
updated study until we get closer to kind of seeing where the final 
location will be, and that is kind of in GSA’s lane, but we do know 
it will be tens of millions of dollars. I think there is another 

Mr. Crawford. You are going to save tens of millions of dollars 
with this consolidation? 

Mr. Haley. On an annual basis. 

Mr. Crawford. Let me ask you this just while the time is 
clicking here. During our last hearing, the FBI testified the need 
was for 1.9 million square feet for the headquarters. Today the re- 
quest is 2.1 million square feet. Why the change? 

Mr. Haley. The number has not changed. The current footprint 
is about 2.9 million square feet. That 2.1 million square feet, I 
think, is the gross square footage. I think the actual space that 
people would occupy is the 1.9 million square feet. 

Those two numbers get kind of bantered back and forth. It is 
about 2 million square feet. It is about 1 million square feet less 
than we have today. 

Mr. Crawford. OK. Mr. Dong, as new Federal courthouses are 
built, what is GSA doing to ensure that vacant courthouses are re- 
used, sold, or otherwise redeveloped in a timely manner? 

Mr. Dong. It comes back to what we were talking about before 
in terms of looking at our portfolio, including our vacant court- 
houses and being much more aggressive in terms of identifying op- 
portunities to either dispose of those courthouses or exchange those 
courthouses or look for out-lease opportunities. 

And we recognize that we cannot afford to keep these properties 
on the books. So we are moving far more aggressively than we have 
in the past. 

Mr. Crawford. Let me go back to Mr. Haley. I understand that 
the funds requested for the FBI are intended to be out of GSA’s 
funds to complete the basic construction of what is called a “warm 
lit shell,” but additional funds will be needed for FBI’s buildout. 

Is that correct? And how much would the FBI’s buildout costs be 
and where would the funds come from? 
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Mr. Haley. Yes, sir. So the resources that have been identified 
that were appropriated in 2016 and that are in the President’s 
budget for 2017 are for the overall building cost. Those have been 
split between GSA and the FBI. 

In addition to that, like any of our field offices or resident agen- 
cies, the headquarters building, those above standard costs would 
be an additional amount that we would be working with our appro- 
priators and 0MB [Office of Management and Budget] to identify. 

Some of those we have made a commitment because of the im- 
portance of this project that we would be identifying those within 
our own resources. That is things like information technology, 
above standard security requirements, furniture and that type of 
stuff. 

Mr. Crawford. I yield back. 

Mr. Barletta. The Chair recognizes Ms. Frankel for 5 minutes. 

Ms. Frankel. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I thank you and 
the ranking member for accommodating my request to sit in today 
and thank the witnesses for being here and for your service. 

I specifically wanted to come here today because I represent the 
south Florida area that is served by the United States District 
Court for the Southern District of Florida, and I am assuming that 
some of you are familiar with that situation. 

The district is one of the largest Federal judicial districts in the 
country. It spreads across 15,000 square miles, reaching from Vero 
Beach in the north to Key West in the south, its jurisdiction over 
Federal civil and criminal issues arising in south Florida, serving 
6.3 million people from nine counties. In 2013, 8,000 civil cases 
were filed, making it one of the busiest jurisdictions in the country. 

Its central courthouse and the only one in Broward County is lo- 
cated in Fort Lauderdale, and that is the one I want to talk about. 

It was built 40 years ago, obviously before 9/11, and so it has 
quite a few security issues. It also has the plague of south Florida 
mold, roof leaks, flooding and so forth. 

In 2015, the Judicial Conference of the United States, which I 
am sure Judge Smith knows, named Fort Lauderdale Federal 
Courthouse as most in need of replacement in the country and 
urged a feasibility report. 

Our committee, the Committee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture, did pass a resolution, and we asked that we receive a feasi- 
bility report by September, but we have not received it yet. 

We have a preliminary. We do not have the final. I am just won- 
dering where it is. 

Mr. Dong. GSA is committed to addressing the space needs of 
the courts in Fort Lauderdale. As part of our process over the past 
few months we have actually conducted a detailed feasibility study 
to get a more detailed estimate of the cost associated with various 
options. 

We have finished up that process, and we will be submitting the 
11(b) report to the Hill in the coming weeks. 

Ms. Frankel. OK. Thank you. 

If I could maybe ask both of you, I do not know what your report 
is going to say, but just for these purposes, I assume it will have 
a conclusion similar to the preliminary which was a recommenda- 
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tion of a new facility, but let’s say that is the recommendation, not 
to put words in your mouth. 

Where would Fort Lauderdale then be in the priority of this proc- 
ess? How many more courthouses are out there that need to be 
funded? Could you give me an idea? 

Judge Smith. Congresswoman Frankel, first of all, let me ascribe 
to everything that you have said relative to the current condition 
of the courthouse in Fort Lauderdale. Our committee actually vis- 
ited there a number of years ago when we held a meeting nearby, 
and I personally visited the courthouse just a year ago and walked 
through it to observe its continuing deterioration. Fort Lauderdale 
needs a new courthouse. 

And as Commissioner Dong has indicated, the full-scale feasi- 
bility study should be completed sometime in the near future, at 
which point it will come to the attention of the Space and Facilities 
Committee. 

We will need to assess that specific project based not only on the 
feasibility study but our AMP process, which requires us to take 
into account the urgency evaluation that Fort Lauderdale receives 
as part of that very objective process. 

As Chair, as a member of the committee, I cannot, of course, 
commit to what the committee will do, but I can assure you that 
the committee is well aware of the need, will receive the feasibility 
study, will look very seriously and discuss how we should place and 
rank Fort Lauderdale. 

Because our CPP process that I referred to in my statement is 
new, it has only been in effect since last September’s approval by 
the Judicial Conference, we have yet to deal with the addition of 
anything new on our list, but I can assure you it will receive very 
serious attention at our June meeting. 

Ms. Frankel. Do all the courthouses that have been rec- 
ommended or that are on your plan but have not yet been funded, 
will they be ahead of Fort Lauderdale or does Fort Lauderdale if 
they get a feasibility study that recommends a courthouse, will 
they all be considered equally? 

Judge Smith. Under the former 5-year plan, a new courthouse 
that is a venue that had received a feasibility study would have 
been placed at the bottom in the queue. That, however, is not re- 
quired under the new process. 

Because we have not yet had to add and because the committee 
has yet to develop a specific policy or protocol, I cannot tell you 
how that will be resolved, but one of the reasons we adopted the 
new plan was so that we were not fixed with the previous process 
of simply adding someone to a new list. 

We will be studying all alternatives, but I want to make it very 
clear the seriousness with which we regard Fort Lauderdale. I have 
seen the leaks. I have smelled the mold. 

Ms. Frankel. Yes. 

Judge Smith. I have seen the hurricane damage. You need a new 
courthouse. 

Ms. Frankel. Thank you, sir. Thank you. 

I yield back. 

Mr. Barletta. The Chair recognizes Mrs. Comstock for 5 min- 
utes. 
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Mrs. Comstock. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And I know we had my colleague Mr. Hoyer here earlier. Being 
from Virginia, obviously I have a little different view on the FBI 
Building. So I wanted to highlight obviously I do believe that Vir- 
ginia has the best site and the best proximity to the Bureau’s em- 
ployees. 

A study released last year concluded that FBI employees would 
save between 3 to 4 hours, on average, each month commuting to 
the Virginia site over the two Maryland sites. So obviously that is 
a greener footprint. Obviously for the congestion issues in our 
Washington metropolitan area that would also be an improvement. 

And the site is closer to a number of the other national security 
agencies, including the Marine base at Quantico, CIA [Central In- 
telligence Agency] which is in my district, the Pentagon, the Na- 
tional Counterterrorism Center, and the Office of the Director of 
National Intelligence. 

So I certainly hope that the GSA keeps this process running 
smoothly and keeps those important notes in mind, and I know my 
colleagues and I in Virginia, you have a lot of our information that 
we have provided over the months that predates me with my pred- 
ecessor, Congressman Wolf also, and so I certainly would like to as- 
sociate myself with all of that. 

I will be submitting some additional questions for the record on 
that front, but I did want to turn to another matter that had been 
highlighted for us and ask Commissioner Dong a couple of ques- 
tions about a lease that was brought to my attention with the 
International Trade Commission. 

They apparently started working with you in 2014 toward a long- 
term solution that includes a reduction in footprint, even though 
they do not have to technically comply with the Freeze the Foot- 
print administrative order. 

So to make a somewhat long, complicated story short, in 2015 
ITC’s [International Trade Commission’s] current landlord sub- 
mitted an informal proposal to GSA for their current location and 
included a significant reduction in rent. 

Both GSA and 0MB officially approved a succeeding lease pro- 
spectus in August of 2015 and would allow ITC to stay at the cur- 
rent location. I do believe that this is, you know, a good idea, and 
I know there have been deadlines that have come and gone here, 
and now there is sort of a different direction going here. 

So I know you are now proposing a replacement lease, and you 
know, given they are significantly reducing their costs and right 
now we are in some very sensitive trade issues going on back and 
forth that we are all familiar with, I wanted to just ask a few ques- 
tions on that front in terms of kind of having this type of major 
disruption that we would have to have if they were moved. 

So why exactly did the GSA sort of backtrack on this original 
agreement? 

Mr. Dong. Whether we are talking about the ITC lease or wheth- 
er we are talking about any other expiring lease, when we talk 
about our commitment to competition at GSA, we are serious about 
it, and we want to make sure that for any transaction where you 
have a lease that is expiring that we embrace competition in a 
meaningful way, and that is what we are trying to do with the ITC 
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lease, and that is what we are trying to do with all of our expiring 
leases that we see. 

Mrs. Comstock. OK. But as you are looking at this now in a 
competitive sense, the fact that they have been able to get that re- 
duction there and would not have to move, are all of those costs 
and all of that disruption going to be taken into account? 

Mr. Dong. Whether we are talking about the ITC lease or any 
other expiring lease, one of the things that we will consider is move 
and replication costs. But, again, we want to make sure that we 
go through the discipline of the process to have some healthy com- 
petition in the process to make sure that we are getting the best 
leasing rates for our tenant agencies and for the taxpayer. 

Mrs. Comstock. OK. Well, I do have some followup questions 
that will also be submitting on that, but I did want to highlight 
that because particularly given the sensitive trade negotiations 
going on right now, and their very demanding schedule and role, 
I hope that all of that would be considered and the entire cost, too, 
to make sure that that is all included. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Barletta. The Chair recognizes Mr. Perry for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Perry. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Gentlemen, thank you for being here. 

I guess I will start with Judge Smith here, just following up on 
Mr. Barletta, the chairman’s question regarding the Harrisburg 
courthouse when you said “the beginning.” 

Can I ask you what “the beginning” includes when you said we 
are going to look at the beginning of that? Certainly after the eight 
courthouses in front of it are addressed, we are going to be looking 
at, and those are your words, “the beginning.” 

What does that mean? 

Judge Smith. Well, first of all, we are encouraging every court 
that is on our list, and that includes Harrisburg, to take into ac- 
count not only the prospect of a new building, but also the prospect 
of an annex, something short of a complete new courthouse. 

So that is a factor that is going to have to be considered by the 
court family itself in the Middle District of Pennsylvania. 

But what I meant by “the beginning” is, and as was noted by 
Chairman Barletta in his introduction and his question to me, was 
an acknowledgment that the funding that has been provided has 
not been funding that contemplates a complete build of a court- 
house. 

It is our responsibility, that is, the responsibility of the courts 
and the responsibility of the courts working with GSA, to see to it 
that the eight projects that have been contemplated be completed 
in such a fiscally responsible way that there is a sufficient amount 
of money remaining for Harrisburg to get a start on the process. 

Mr. Perry. So does that mean design? When you talk about an 
annex, does that mean acquisition of land or a study regarding the 
size? 

What does that mean in a tangible sense? I do not know if I am 
not getting it or what, but I do not know what that means in the 
sense that somebody can say there is something tangible here at 
the beginning. What does that mean? 
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Judge Smith. We do not know yet what it means, Representative 
Perry, in the sense that we do not know exactly what Harrisburg 
will need, nor have they, as a court, indicated to us finally what 
will he suitable for them. 

As you well know, as the chairman knows, the discussion over 
the years has been for a complete new build of a courthouse. We 
have in more recent years, as fiscal realities have taken place as 
they rightfully should, that we should look at alternatives to new 
builds. 

But this is a project that has been on the list for many, many 
years. 

Mr. Perry. Right. 

Judge Smith. And the data that we have needs to be refreshed. 
We do not have that refreshing yet. 

Mr. Perry. OK. I just want to brief you back and you confirm 
that I got this right because I have got to go talk to these constitu- 
ents, right? They are my bosses. 

So the beginning means that, as you said, a refreshing of exactly 
what Harrisburg thinks it needs and kind of a validation of what 
it needs. 

Judge Smith. That is the very beginning, sir, but we are cer- 
tainly hopeful that we will be making even more progress than 
that depending upon how much money of the $948 million that has 
been appropriated remains after the spend plan for the other eight 
has been approved. 

Mr. Perry. Do you have a date? Is there a timeline? Is there a 
suspense date with getting that information from Harrisburg? Is 
there something associated with that? 

Judge Smith. Well, the spend plan that we are required to sub- 
mit is due in mid-April. After that, there will be prospectuses pro- 
vided by GSA, prepared by GSA and provided with respect to all 
projects. 

With respect to Harrisburg, we anticipate prospectus develop- 
ment to follow at some point after that mid-April date. 

Mr. Perry. All right. Thank you. 

Mr. Dong, I am going to turn to you regarding the FBI, I think 
more than Mr. Haley. I am dealing with this, as the chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Oversight and Management Efficiency of the 
Committee on Homeland Security, St. Elizabeths, the new site for 
the Department of Homeland Security. It was supposed to be done 
by 2015. It is over $1 billion over budget. 

I am just wondering as I read the narrative here that the new 
FBI is somewhere between $2 billion and $3 billion. That is the 
narrative that I have here. I do not know where that came from, 
but, you know, that is a 30-percent difference, right? I would think 
we would be able to bracket it a little more closely than $2 billion 
to $3 billion. 

I do not see exactly what the cost is. I see that $75 million has 
been allocated to GSA’s Federal Buildings Fund. I see the $315 
million in the FBI’s budget for design, yet we do not have a site 
yet. 

Is there a timeline associated? Is that $315 million that still re- 
mains since we do not have a site? Is the $75 million in GSA’s FBF 
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[Federal Buildings Fund] for construction, management and over- 
sight? Does that still remain? 

Because there has not been any construction, right? There might 
have been some design, but it is really hard to do any meaningful 
design without a site, right? And you are down to three, but you 
have not selected one. 

And then finally, we do not know right now the value of the Hoo- 
ver Building, right? GSA has backed off their exchange program 
because I guess the value was not there, but what is the current 
projected value so that we can see how that fits into the $75 mil- 
lion, the $315 million, and the $1.4 billion requested? 

Can you make some sense of that for me? 

Mr. Dong. Sure. First off, let me say that we appreciate the 
funding that the Congress provided in fiscal year 2016 to support 
the full consolidation of the FBI Headquarters. We want to make 
sure that we are being fully transparent as we talk about project 
costs. We are committed to following up with committee staff after 
this hearing to provide additional details on the project costs. 

You asked about the value of the Hoover Building. Ultimately 
that is for the market to decide, and we will have a far better sense 
as the bidders submit their proposals at the end of June. 

Mr. Perry. So you have no appraisal? Do you have an appraisal? 

You might not want to divulge it, and I understand that, but do 
you have an appraisal? 

Mr. Dong. There have been appraisals conducted for that site. 

Mr. Perry. All right. Is that information available to Members 
of Congress? 

Mr. Dong. We can provide additional information to Members of 
Congress and the staff after this hearing in terms of project costs. 

Mr. Perry. All right. What about the $75 million and the $315 
million that have already been allocated for preconstruction and 
design activities? 

You do not have a site. Is that money still sitting there or has 
it been spent or a portion of it spent? And if so, what on? 

Mr. Dong. We have not yet obligated the dollars that were pro- 
vided in fiscal year 2016. Our expectation is that we will be able 
to make a contract award by the end of this calendar year where 
we would be able to obligate those funds. 

Mr. Perry. So all of those funds still remain as they were, $75 
million and $315 million complete? 

Mr. Dong. We have not yet obligated the funding for fiscal year 
2016. 

Mr. Perry. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield. 

Mr. Barletta. The Chair now recognizes Mr. Mica for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Mica. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

It is good to be back with the old subcommittee and some of the 
leaders here. 

Mr. Dong, a couple of quick questions. First, thank you for your 
work on a number of projects that have languished and you have 
helped move some of them forward. I appreciate that very much. 

Just a quick real snapshot at the Trump project, the Old Post Of- 
fice. Our first hearing of this subcommittee when I became chair 
was at the Old Post Office in the annex. It was 32 degrees outside. 
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We held it inside. It was empty at 38 degrees. You were not there 
for that, hut we made some great progress. 

I hear it is on schedule and within budget. Can you tell us about 
the Old Post Office-Trump project? 

Mr. Dong. My understanding is the same as yours, is that that 
project is on track for completion later this year. 

Mr. Mica. OK. And we are losing about $6 million a year. I think 
the deal is close to one-quarter of a million dollars a month in rev- 
enue. You got a pretty good deal for revenue as opposed to the loss, 
do you not? 

Mr. Dong. Through this out-lease, we are now turning a money- 
losing project into a revenue-generating project. 

Mr. Mica. That sounds like a pretty good recipe for success for 
the future. 

Let’s go now to Miami-Dade. We have a Federal courthouse in 
Miami. We did two hearings down there on that vacant courthouse. 
It is vacant now 6, 7 years, something like that, costing us $1 mil- 
lion or more a year vacant. 

We are very close. There is one sticking issue about the renova- 
tions. I believe the renovations should be subject to any laws that 
the State of Florida has. The State of Florida is taking it over, and 
we are leasing that facility to them. 

What do you think? Are there any improvements in the building? 

Mr. Dong. We are working through the remaining issues right 
now with Miami-Dade College. 

Mr. Mica. That is the only one I am told is pending. 

Mr. Dong. I believe that is correct. We see that as an issue. We 
do not see it as a deal breaker. We are committed to working in 
partnership with Miami-Dade College to resolve this and to com- 
plete the transaction. 

Mr. Mica. Well, I think we should look at letting the State when 
they take over these properties do what they want. I just trans- 
ferred. I have got on the President’s desk transferring an empty 
120-bed nursing home to the State of Florida, and I think they will 
be able to make those changes there. We should be able to do it 
with other property at the most reasonable cost to the taxpayers 
and under the current requirements of the State. 

So hope you will look at that. 

Thank you. 

I will go to FTC. Thank you for your work on that. Any report? 
This is the Federal Trade Commission Building. They tried to con- 
solidate them. 

I read your statement, a very good statement, about reducing the 
footprint. Everything you put in your statement is what we are try- 
ing to do for the National Gallery, reduce their footprint, get them 
into the FTC Building and move the FTC into the Department of 
Commerce. 

When do you think you will be able to come back with a report 
we talked about on that move? 

Mr. Dong. As you know, we have been having some good con- 
versations that really focus on evaluating the different options for 
meeting the housing requirement for the FTC, but also looking at 
that current site and really asking the question of highest and best 
use. 
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So we recognize that that conversation is still ongoing, and we 
look forward to following up with your office. 

Mr. Mica. I will meet with Ms. Norton and tell her the latest and 
the ranking member that they have an excellent location. They 
have a space available at the Department of Commerce. They are 
renovating that building. They will be adjacent to the White House. 
You cannot get much closer or better view for all the Commis- 
sioners, and we will save a lot of money. 

But Mr. Dong is doing great work on that, and I think it will be 
a solution everybody will be happy with. 

And then finally, the Cotton Annex. We held a hearing in the 
empty Cotton Annex. That has been part of the deal you tried to 
broker with the FBI Building and I think also the Hoover Building, 
the more you put into the equation, and I understand some of that 
has collapsed last week, the more difficult it is to do a deal to get 
that done. 

What is your latest take on how we can possibly separate those 
and get the deal done? 

Mr. Dong. We had ori^nally proposed to exchange the Cotton 
Annex along with the regional office building for renovation work 
to complete the modernization of our headquarters at F Street. Un- 
fortunately that deal did not materialize. 

But what we have decided to do with the Cotton Annex is to 
move forward with a disposal. 

Mr. Mica. Good. 

Mr. Dong. And by doing so we will actually be able to dispose 
of that property 2 years earlier than planned. 

Mr. Mica. OK. You win my praises. We have got to move these 
things. You went down a path. It did not work. I commend you on 
all of the above. 

He is doing a good job, Mr. Chairman. I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. Barletta. Thank you. 

The Chair now recognizes Ms. Norton for 5 minutes. 

Ms. Norton. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for this hear- 
ing and for this opportunity to clear up some issues that are pend- 
ing. 

Mr. Dong, I have worked with the other side on language in H.R. 
4487. That is a bill that will be marked up tomorrow to finally get 
the GSA to develop the very valuable property facing Independence 
Avenue, essentially Mall property. It would house the entire De- 
partment of Energy site with a smaller footprint. 

It would be consistent with the ongoing Southwest Ecodistrict 
Plan. 

Mr. Dong, given the delays that have been involved, the false 
starts here, can the agency commit to completing the program re- 
quirements for the Department of Energy by June? 

Mr. Dong. Absolutely. Our plan, right now we are working with 
the Department of Energy to develop their program of require- 
ments for their headquarters for the future, and our expectation is 
that that will be complete by the summer. 

Ms. Norton. Now, you just discussed disposal of the Cotton 
Annex. First of all, I want to commend the agency for trying out 
some of the strategies that are commonly used in real estate, such 
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as exchanges. That is what you tried out in order to get develop- 
ment elsewhere, disposal of the Cotton Annex and the regional of- 
fice building nearby in exchange for construction services, for ex- 
ample, at 1800 F Street. 

Here we have a huge office building half done, and you are try- 
ing, and I commend you for trying, to get that completed. 

But I do not understand the strategy going forward. You just 
said that you are going to dispose of the Cotton Annex. That is in 
the regular process. 

What are you going to do about 1800 F Street and that half-fin- 
ished building which you were trying to get done? 

And what happened that you had to essentially throw up your 
hands after the process that was underway for the exchange in 
order to get 1800 F Street, the GSA Building, completed and not 
left here as a kind of ruin waiting for something to happen? 

What happened? Who underestimated what? Why were you not 
able to get the value out of the exchange? Did you not know that 
in advance? 

Is that really rocket science? 

Mr. Dong. What we observed with the Federal Triangle South 
project is that as you introduce more complexity and risk into the 
transaction, that gets factored in in terms of the valuation and how 
the market looks at the value of our assets. 

Ms. Norton. That is complexity that you did not foresee? 

Mr. Dong. I think part of it is that we saw that what we were 
trying to do here was to renovate an historic building, 1800 F 
Street, that currently had tenants in it. We have come to recognize 
that that type of work has a lot of unknowns to the developers, and 
through this process, we are learning from that experience and ap- 
plying it to how we approach exchanges as we go forward. 

Ms. Norton. Well, I certainly hope you do not cease to do ex- 
changes, but what is going to happen to 1800 F Street? 

You talk about disposal of Cotton Annex, and of course, this com- 
mittee has been at pains to ask for disposal especially in this most 
valuable of sites. But that just leaves you with the ordinary process 
and 1800 F Street with no strategy for moving forward? 

Mr. Dong. We recognize that we have got to complete the mod- 
ernization of 1800 F Street. The building has only been half ren- 
ovated, but as we look at that question, we are also looking at our 
larger portfolio of federally owned buildings across the Nation. So 
we have got to make some tough choices in terms of we have got 
significant need across the portfolio as the portfolio ages. 

And we recognize that there are some tradeoffs in this tight 
budget environment, which is why we have asked for full access to 
the Federal Buildings Fund because we feel that it is important to 
take the dollars that we collect from our tenant agencies and to re- 
invest them back into our Federal building. 

Ms. Norton. So if you could use those funds from the Federal 
Buildings Fund, which I thought were for purposes such as that, 
you could get that building completed? 

Mr. Dong. I think an important element here is to make sure 
that every dollar that we collect in rent we are able to reinvest 
back into the Federal portfolio. We appreciate funding that we got 
in fiscal year 2016. We think that goes a long way to helping ad- 
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dress the backlog of repairs and modernization needs that we see 
in the portfolio. 

But if you look at earlier years, previous years, that was not al- 
ways the case. 

Ms. Norton. Mr. Chairman, I have more questions, but if I have 
reached the end of my time, is there a second round? 

Mr. Barletta. Yes, we are going to do a second round. 

The Chair recognizes Mr. Meadows for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Meadows. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Dong, I am going to follow up on the gentlewoman’s ques- 
tioning because you equivocated. You are not answering her ques- 
tion, and that is: specifically, are you going to reinvest the money 
in that particular project and get it done? Yes or no? 

Because you talk about what we have not done in the past. I 
mean, she wants to know if it is done, and let me tell you the rea- 
son why it is like nails on a chalkboard when I hear you. 

This is about our fourth hearing as we start to look at excess in- 
ventory, decisions made by GSA, and as a previous real estate guy, 
it really just bothers me to no end to see the way that we are man- 
aging our Federal portfolio. 

And so we have given a free pass a number of times, whether 
it is here or in the Committee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form, and I guess what I am asking you today is: can we start to 
look at a real plan from GSA? 

And I know you have got new leadership, and I am looking for- 
ward to working with the new leadership. 

Can we look at a real plan where you report back to this com- 
mittee on a plan to look at how we manage our portfolio, whether 
it is excess, whether it is courthouses, or finishing this particular 
project? 

Mr. Dong. Absolutely. I talked earlier about our commitment to 
moving far more aggressively to identify our underutilized assets 
and to move them off the books, whether we 

Mr. Meadows. So when will we see a plan? Because far more ag- 
gressive, the last aggressive plan that we had actually took over 40 
years to get rid of the excess inventory that we heard from GSA. 

So more aggressive could mean 30 years, and I guess the chair- 
man and the ranking member, I think, want to see something that 
is more aggressive than that. 

So at what point will you provide this committee a plan on how 
we are going to look at properly managing the Federal portfolio? 

Mr. Dong. As I mentioned in my opening testimony, for the first 
time GSA has developed a multiyear pipeline of potential prop- 
erties that we are going to either dispose of or exchange or seek 
out-leases for. We are happy to share that with the committee as 
a followup to this hearing. 

Mr. Meadows. So we are looking at that. So let me ask this spe- 
cific question then. With this for the first time ever, this pipeline, 
how many years will it take to get rid of the excess inventory that 
is on your list? 

I know you work with 0MB and others as it relates to that, but 
how many years are we looking at? 

Mr. Dong. I think it comes back to having a stronger project 
management discipline as we look at those assets one by one to 
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make sure that we have got a plan and that we have got a sched- 
ule for each one. 

Mr. Meadows. So what would you consider a reasonable esti- 
mate to get rid of 90 — let us back it out — 75 percent of the backlog 
in terms of excess inventory? 

What is a reasonable timeframe to get rid of that? 

Mr. Dong. What we will show as we follow up and provide addi- 
tional information to members of this committee is for those assets 
we will have a sense of timing for each one. 

Mr. Meadows. That is a great answer to a question I did not 
ask. How many years would be reasonable? Ten years, fifteen 
years? 

I mean, obviously it is in your purview. You have looked at this. 
What is reasonable at this point? 

Mr. Dong. I do not have that answer today, but again, in the in- 
formation that we will share, we will be much more transparent in 
terms of the time it will take asset by asset. 

Mr. Meadows. All right. So let me ask you. Are you willing to 
commit here today that within the next 30 days that you get this 
committee a timeframe of which you are going to liquidate those 
assets? A timeframe. 

Mr. Dong. Absolutely. 

Mr. Meadows. All right. Thank you. 

Let me go on a little bit further. The U.S. Court of Federal 
Claims obviously put forth a ruling as it relates to the TSA lease. 
And where are you in the process of procuring another lease? 

Mr. Dong. With regard to that transaction, we chose not to ap- 
peal the decision that was made on the protest. Instead what we 
did was we recognized the problem. We addressed the problem, and 
we are continuing down the path of a competitive process for that 
follow-on, for that expiring lease. 

Mr. Meadows. Well, the ruling was very clear in terms of the 
role of GSA, and it was very explicit in terms of what you can and 
cannot do, and it said the executive branch does not have the abil- 
ity. 

I think they were very exact in their ruling with regards to being 
able to spend public funds without authorization. 

Would you agree with that? 

Mr. Dong. I think the larger point is well taken in terms of we 
are committed to being fully transparent in the process. We are 
committed to abiding by the terms that we spell out in the pro- 
spectus, as well as the terms that we spell out in our requests for 
proposals. 

Mr. Meadows. All right. So are you willing to commit then? So 
let me follow up with that. Are you willing to commit to this com- 
mittee to give us a full briefing of the interpretation of that ruling? 

Mr. Dong. Yes, we can follow up on that. 

Mr. Meadows. All right, and you will further go ahead and allow 
those whether the new prospectus would be submitted to the chair- 
man of this committee as well? 

Mr. Dong. I am sorry? 

Mr. Meadows. In terms of review of projects, future projects, are 
you willing to submit those? Under that ruling it would actually 
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have to come to this committee so that they could approve those 
particular projects. 

Mr. Dong. I think it comes back to what we were talking about 
before in terms of as we submit prospectuses, we lay out the terms 
of each transaction, and we are committed to abiding by those 
terms and being transparent with the committee. 

Mr. Meadows. And you are willing to deliver those to this com- 
mittee? 

Mr. Dong. Yes. 

Mr. Meadows. All right. I yield back. Thank you. 

Mr. Barletta. Thank you, Mr. Meadows. 

I now recognize each Member for 5 minutes for any additional 
questions they may have, and I will begin. 

Mr. Dong, last week GSA did announce that it is canceling a 
planned exchange involving the vacant Cotton Annex for construc- 
tion services, as you quoted again today. In the article you said 
that as you introduced more complexity into the equation, you are 
introducing more risk. 

The FBI project is significantly more complex than swapping a 
vacant building to renovate the GSA Headquarters. 

My question would be then: why commingle the Hoover Building 
in the transaction rather than sell the Hoover Building outright to 
the highest bidder to maximize the return? 

Mr. Dong. We see some distinct differences between what we are 
proposing to do for the FBI project versus what we saw with Fed- 
eral Triangle South, and with the FBI project, there is far less com- 
plexity and risk than what we saw with Federal Triangle South in 
a couple of important ways. 

One, as I mentioned before, with the Federal Triangle South 
transaction, we were proposing major renovation of an historic 
building that had tenants in it. With the FBI we are looking at 
new construction. 

Secondly, we think that there is far more development potential 
with the Hoover site than with the sites that we are proposing with 
Federal Triangle South. 

And the third element comes back to our funding strategy. With 
the FBI the exchange is just one component of a larger funding 
strategy. We appreciate the funding that Congress has appro- 
priated for the FBI project last year and the amount that we have 
requested in the fiscal year 2017 budget will fully address the 
needs for that consolidation. 

Mr. Barletta. In the prospectus submitted to the committee for 
the FBI project, there is no total estimated project cost, effectively 
giving GSA a blank check. Section 3307 of title 40 clearly requires 
prospectuses include an estimate of the maximum cost to the Gov- 
ernment of the facility. 

How does the FBI prospectus comply with the law? 

Mr. Dong. We recognize the importance of proper oversight, and 
we recognize the importance of being fully transparent in this proc- 
ess. We are committed to following up with the staff of the com- 
mittee to provide additional details on total project costs. 

Mr. Barletta. Thank you. 

With that I will recognize Ranking Member Carson for any addi- 
tional questions. 
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Mr. Carson. Thank you, Chairman. 

Commissioner Dong, GSA was appropriated over $2 billion in fis- 
cal year 2016 for the construction and major repair and for alter- 
ation projects. Sir, how does GSA approach encouraging use of 
small businesses in awards for construction and alteration projects? 

And did the Public Buildings Service meet all of its small busi- 
ness goals in fiscal year 2015? 

Mr. Dong. Absolutely. We have a strong organizational commit- 
ment to our small business goals, and if you look at our track 
record in recent years, we have been hitting it out of the park. 

Last year, we exceeded by a significant margin our targets in all 
categories. 

Mr. Carson. What can GSA do to exceed the goals for 2016 mov- 
ing forward? 

Mr. Dong. I think it really kind of comes back to looking for 
every opportunity within our award pipeline to ask that question: 
is there an opportunity to support small business in this process? 

And we have got a very disciplined process within our organiza- 
tion to do exactly that. 

Mr. Carson. Thank you. 

I yield back, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Barletta. The Chair recognizes Ms. Norton for 5 minutes. 

Ms. Norton. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Dong, I have written you a letter. It is a fairly complicated 
issue, but it is an important issue. 

Working with the other side, I was in the minority. If you want 
to speak about disposal of property, perhaps the largest property 
was the Southeast Federal Center located right on the river, and 
we were able to work together on a bill that created a master de- 
veloper. The Senate passed this bill as soon as the House had got- 
ten it done. This subcommittee actually went to the site to see the 
site involved and to understand its value. 

All matter of development is ongoing there. It is probably 20 
years of really wonderful development. 

The question has arisen concerning office space because both 
homes and, of course, offices. Federal offices, may be developed 
there. We are often in need of Federal office space. 

With homes, the ground comes with the home, but when it comes 
to office space, we continue to own the ground, and the master de- 
veloper has to pay for ground rent. 

Now, the master developer, it seems to me, has a legitimate 
question and wants to know whether or not being obligated to pay 
ground rent, how may it compete if it wants to compete in a GSA 
competition for office space? The master developer does office space 
and other developers do office space. 

They argue that at the very least, the reversionary interest in 
the property would be accelerated if they were allowed to compete. 
I want to make sure that the competitive process is truly competi- 
tive, and that this question is cleared up because it does not seem 
to me to be fair to leave it wide open. It should have been cleared 
up by now. 

And I have asked for a response to a letter because I thought it 
was sufficiently complicated that it should be laid out in writing 
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within 30 days, but since you are here and it was early February 
when I sent my letter, I would like to hear your take on that issue. 

Mr. Dong. We share your commitment to the competitive proc- 
ess. We also share your commitment to the redevelopment of that 
neighborhood, and I am glad that you brought this issue to my at- 
tention, and quite frankly, what we are doing right now is we are 
taking an honest look at that question. 

I look forward to following up with you in terms of how we have 
evaluated that and our process going forward. 

Ms. Norton. I have a question on the Secret Service Building. 
You see the interest in this committee in disposing of properties 
that everybody agrees should be disposed of, and of course some 
are more complicated than others. 

Webster School comes up every time we meet. It is one of the 
most underutilized properties. Of course, it also happens to be in 
the middle of town, which makes it very valuable if the Govern- 
ment were to dispose of it. 

GSA released an RFI [request for information] on the site in Oc- 
tober. Of course, the Secret Service is a neighbor, and I commend 
you on getting an RFI so we could try to figure this out. 

Can you now provide us an update on where we stand on this 
long outstanding, underutilized property which would bring the 
Government so much in return were we able to dispose of it? 

Mr. Dong. Absolutely. I think everybody recognizes that the 
Webster School has been vacant for decades, and if you actually go 
into that building you can see the impact of years of neglect, and 
what we recognized was that, OK, time is up. It is now time for 
action. 

And what we have done through this RFI process is to see that 
there is significant development potential here, and we recognize 
that there is a way to do this that meets the expectations of the 
Secret Service. 

Ms. Norton. Well, that was in October. When can we expect 

Mr. Dong. We are moving forward with disposal of this building. 

Ms. Norton. But you have no idea what the timeframe is? 

Mr. Dong. I have asked my team and the National Capital re- 
gion to just move this now. 

Ms. Norton. Please give this some priority. 

Mr. Dong. Absolutely. 

Ms. Norton. That is a lot of money on the table. 

Finally, could I ask a question about an amendment? Actually I 
filed it as a bill. I am ultimately going to ask the chairman who 
has worked, it seems to me, so well with us on other amendments 
if he would consider this if there is a manager’s amendment. I will 
call it my motherhood amendment. 

I learned that there were not lactation spaces for Federal em- 
ployees after somebody wrote me to indicate that in the Smithso- 
nian there were lactation spaces in only one building. 

I immediately contacted the Smithsonian. They acted imme- 
diately. Then I thought about how this city is a tourist mecca, and 
about how the Federal Government has given priority through sev- 
eral administrations to encourage breast feeding. We are still not 
getting enough of it, but it is one of the best ways to protect an 
infant. 



30 


It is seldom that somebody would be visiting a Federal office site 
or, for that matter, a Federal employee would need lactation 
spaces, but this amendment that I will offer tomorrow if it is not 
included in the manager’s amendment would say that the Federal 
agencies should set aside existing space, no new space, that could 
be available in the event that someone visiting the building needed 
lactation space or a Federal employee needs it. 

We have a very low birth rate in this country. That is why I do 
not see why we would need a whole room that nobody could use, 
but I wonder if you can identify whether or not you see any cost 
implications if all we are doing is saying use this room, but con- 
tinue to use it for other purposes. 

If a mother happened to visit at this time, then of course this is 
a room that you will be prepared to leave for a half hour to allow 
lactation to take place. 

Do you see any cost implications to setting aside existing space 
in office buildings that we own or rent? 

Mr. Dong. We recognize the importance of this requirement, and 
we are committed to finding a solution to make it work in our Fed- 
eral buildings. 

Ms. Norton. And you have not as yet found any cost implication 
if I am talking about current space? 

Mr. Dong. If it is current space, we should be able to find a way 
to make it work. 

Ms. Norton. Thank you very much. 

And thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Barletta. Thank you. Thank you. 

The FBI project is obviously a very important project, and it is 
also important that we get it right. You know, large projects have 
a history of running over costs and sometimes run out of money 
halfway through, and we need to be careful that a project as impor- 
tant and as big as this does not follow past history. 

You know, as we said at the onset of the hearing, it is important 
that this project meets the needs of the FBI, and it also a good deal 
for the taxpayers. 

I would like to thank all of you for your testimony here today. 
Your comments have been very helpful in today’s discussion. 

If there are no further questions, I would ask unanimous consent 
that the record of today’s hearing remain open until such time as 
our witnesses have provided answers to any questions that may be 
submitted to them in writing, and unanimous consent that the 
record remain open for 15 days for any addition comments and in- 
formation submitted by Members or witnesses to be included in the 
record of today’s hearing. 

Without objection, so ordered. 

I would like to thank our witnesses again for their testimony 
today. 

If no other Members have anything to add, this subcommittee 
stands adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 12:14 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.] 
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Testimony by Congressman Steny H. Hoyer (MD-05) before the House Transportation & 
Infrastructure Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public Buildings, & Emergency 
Management on the FBI Consolidated Headquarters 

Thank you, Chairman Barletta and Ranking Member Carson. 1 appreciate this opportunity to 
testify about an issue of great consequence both to our homeland security and to growth and 
development in Maryland’s Fifth Congressional District. 

The Administration’s FY2017 budget submission included a request for $1.4 billion toward a 
new consolidated FBI headquarters. A new FBI headquarters will improve Bureau capabilities, 
reduce facilities costs, and ultimately reduce the amount of space that the FBI headquarters 
requires. 

As you are aware, the GSA is considering three locations to house the new FBI headquarters - 
two of which are in Maryland’s Prince George’s County. Consolidating the FBI headquarters 
would offer the FBI an extraordinary set of advantages, as would selecting a site in Prince 
George’s County. 

First, consolidating the FBI headquarters would enhance the Bureau’s effectiveness at 
responding to emergencies by improving communication between divisions and departments 
currently housed separately. Currently, roughly half of the FBI headquarters staff work out of 
leased space around the region in thirteen additional locations as a result of insufficient space at 
the J. Edgar Hoover Building. 

According to the Weapons of Mass Destruction Commission Report in 2005, the FBI had 
difficulty sharing information “even within its own organization” before 9/1 1, a challenge that 
was exacerbated by not having a consolidated headquarters. Consolidating the headquarters will 
contribute to efforts already underway to improve FBI emergency response, crisis management, 
and terrorism prevention. 
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Director Comey testified last week: “A key challenge inhibiting our ability to address these 
threats is the lack of a headquarters facility that fully fosters collaboration, intelligence sharing, 
and is dynamic, enabling special agents, intelligence analysts, and other professional staff to 
combat evolving threats as they arise. The building occupied by the FBI since 1974 is obsolete, 
inefficient and faces a number of security vulnerabilities. Currently, the facility only houses half 
of the headquarters workforce, requiring personnel to be dispersed in multiple locations within 
the national capital region. This makes it extremely difficult to adapt to rapidly developing 
threats and collaborate across divisions and programs. ” 

Second, Prince George’s County offers the FBI’s workforce a range of convenient and efficient 
transportation options for access to area airports, metro, Amtrak, and major highways. Twenty- 
five percent of the region’s federal workforce currently lives in Prince George’s County, and 
Maryland is already home to many of the FBI’s employees. 

Third, the sites being considered in Prince George’s County offer close proximity to some of our 
nation’s most important national security and cybersecurity agencies, as well as world-class 
research institutions. Director Comey has identified cybersecurity as one of the FBI’s priorities, 
and Maryland is home to the U.S. Cyber Command at Fort Meade, the National Security 
Agency, the Defense Information Systems Agency, the National Cyber Security Center of 
Excellence Headquarters at the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST), 
University of Maryland University College’s cybersecurity program, and the Department of 
Defense’s Cyber Crime Center (DC3). Prince George’s County is also home to private sector 
companies and contractors in the cybersecurity field. 

Fourth, according to a 201 1 report by the FBI, consolidating the headquarters would save 
taxpayers at least S44 million in annual appropriations due to the elimination of inefficiencies 
from housing its divisions in multiple locations. 

Consolidating the FBI headquarters is one of the most important homeland security initiatives in 
years, and selecting a site in Prince George’s County will best achieve the goals of such 
consolidation. I thank the Committee for this opportunity to share my views, and I hope 
members will fully support the GSA’s efforts with regard to FBI consolidation. 
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Chairman Barietta, Ranking Member Carson, and members of the subcommittee, ! am D. 
Brooks Smith, a Judge of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit and Chair ofthe 
Judicial Conference Committee on Space and Facilities. I thank you for your invitation to appear 
today. 

Before discussing the federal courthou.se construction program. 1 would like to emphasize 
that the federal judiciary has listened to Congress. We have responded to expressions of concern 
from this Committee. And as you examine the topic of "Saving Taxpayer Dollars by Reducing 
Federal Office Space Costs,” 1 can assure you that the federal Judiciary is pursuing that very 
objective. We have implemented an unprecedented space reduction plan. We have adopted 
circuit-wide policies to make sure that each circuit realizes no net new space growth. And we 
have established procedures to ensure that construction projects are prudently developed and 
implemented. In short, as the federal judiciary performs its paramount constitutional duties, we 
are doing so by being good stewards ofthe resources Congress has provided, while meeting the 
needs of the public and ensuring that security and safety concerns are met. 

At the same time, we must recognize that there are courts that for too long have been 
housed in aging facilities that have serious space, security and operational deficiencies. 
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Accordingly, Congress provided $948 million in lump-sum funding to the General Services 
Administration (GSA) in the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 20 1 6 for the construction of 
courthouses. This appropriation will be used to build courthouses, or annexes in some locales, as 
prioritized by the current Federal Judiciary Courthouse Project Priorities (CPP) plan, formerly 
known as the Five-Year Courthouse Project Plan. It is our intention that, by working together 
with the relevant courts and GSA, this money will fully fund the top eight projects on the CPP'. 
Nashville, Tennessee; Toledo, Ohio; Charlotte, North Carolina; Des Moines, Iowa; Greenville, 
South Carolina; Anniston, Alabama; Savannah, Georgia; and San Antonio. Texas. We also 
anticipate that this money will partially fund the ninth project on the plan, Harrisburg. 
Pennsylvania. And to put the issue of need in perspective, the majority of the funded projects 
have been on the Judiciary’s construction priority list for over 1 5 years. 

The FY 2016 omnibus appropriations bill also provided $53 million to GSA for new' 
construction and acquisition of federal buildings that Jointly house U.S. courthouses and other 
federal agencies in Greenville. Mississippi and Rutland, Vermont. The Judiciary Capital 
Security program received $20 million in funding. 

In receiving this badly-needed funding, we recognize our re.sponsibilities. The Third 
Branch is committed to being careful stewards of the taxpayers’ dollars. Let me highlight two 
major efforts that illustrate that commitment. First, 1 will outline the recent changes that the 
Judicial Conference has made to the federal courthouse construction program to ensure that each 
project satisllcs the housing needs of each court in the most cost-efficient manner possible. 
Second, I will address the steps being taken by the individual courts, the Administrative Office 
of the U.S. Courts (AO), the Judicial Conference, and GSA to manage these projects and spend 
appropriated funds in the most cost effective manner. 
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Recent Changes Made to the Federal Courthouse Construction Program 

Over the past 10 years, the Judicial Conference has made a number of changes to its 
courthouse construction program in an effort to reduce costs, increase efficiencies, and prioritize 
requirements on the basis of urgency of need. Some of these changes were made in an effort to 
modernize our facility planning proce.sses and take advantage of best practices in industry and 
government. As part of these changes, vve responded to recommendations made by the 
Government Accountability Office (GAO) and incorporated guidance from Congress, 
specifically this subcommittee and the full Committee on Transportation and infrastructure. 
These changes have provided cost savings and/or cost avoidance for all new courthouse 
construction needs for the Judiciary. 

To provide an appropriate context for the changes made, I must begin with the Judicial 
Conference’s adoption of the Asset Management Planning (AMP) process in 2008. The AMP 
process is used to identify and prioritize, on an objective basis, the space and facilities needs of 
the federal judiciary. The AMP process is a "good government" measure that was developed to; 
(1) achieve co.st-containment goafs; and (2) provide an objective and consi,stently applied 
methodology for identification of space need.s. prioritization of those needs, and development of 
solutions. By applying this methodology, we ensure that only the most urgent project 
recommendations are approved by the Judicial Conference for inclusion on the CPP plan. 

To enhance long-range facilities planning, the AMP process integrates costs, space needs, 
and functionality. AMP analysis is more detailed and robust than was the previous long-range 
facilities planning process - a process that was criticized by GAO and Congress, fhe .AMP 
process assesses facilities in a holi.stic and objective manner. It identifies space alternatives and 
strategies, considers the costs and benefits of space housing strategies, and thereby determines 
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the best strategy to meet the current and future needs of the court. Under the AMP process, each 
district and circuit adopts a long-range facilities plan which entails an evaluation of each 
courthouse location for urgency of space needs. As part of this process, facility benefit 
assessments are conducted on each courthouse to determine how well the existing facility 
supports the needs and operations of the court. AMP evaluates the building condition and its 
security needs. An Urgency Evaluation Results List is then developed each year, placing each 
courthouse location in rank order. This objective ranking reflects the urgency of the Judiciary’s 
space needs. 

Another significant change to the program began in 2008. when the Judicial Conference, 
in response to a request made by this subcommittee, adopted the first of three separate courtroom 
sharing policies. Currently, courtroom sharing is required in all new construction projects for 
senior, magistrate, and bankruptcy judges. The Judiciary also requires sharing policies to be 
followed when a court needs to build out additional space in an existing facility as a result of a 
newly authorized judgeship or because a judge has taken senior status. Additionally, in response 
to direction given by both this subcommittee and recommendations from GAO, the Judicial 
Conference eliminated the inclusion of projected new judgeship space needs from the project 
requirements for new construction. These policies balance the Judiciary's obligation to be good 
stewards of taxpayers' funds along with our duty under the Constitution to provide access to 
justice and ensure that cases are handled in a fair and e.xpeditious manner. 

In 2013. the Judicial Conference adopted a policy to reduce its national space footprint by 
3 percent by the end of Fiscal Year (FY) 20 1 8. This goal was prorated among the circuits and 
based off of the square footage of total space holdings within each circuit as of the beginning of 
FY 2013. The Judiciary has already accomplished over 50 percent of its goal, releasing 445,796 
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usable square feet (USF) back to (JSA. This reduced space represents an annual cost avoidance 
of $1 1.8 million. In addition, .space reduction projects currently underway will yield another 
355, 1 37 USF, equal to 40 percent of the national goal. At the same time the Judicial Conference 
adopted the space reduction target, it also established a “No Net New" policy whereby any 
increase in square footage within a circuit must be offset by an equivalent reduction identified 
within the same fiscal year. While the space reduction program will conclude at the end of FY 
2018, the “No Net New" policy will continue. 

These two policies shape the way the Third Branch now thinks about how to plan and use 
space. Courts are now assessing their e.xisting footprints and evaluating varied approaches, not 
only for meeting their reduction goals, but for building a stronger foundation upon which to base 
efficient growth. In short, 1 am confident that we have reached a new era in space usage -- one 
characterized primarily by a recognition of budgetary limitations and the need for watchful fiscal 
discipline. 

An important component of the Judiciary's new era in space usage is the Integrated 
Workplace Initiative (IWI). Founded in 201 1. this program strives to identify innovative 
management, technology, and space planning techniques; optimize space utilization; and reduce 
rent costs. Since its inception, alternative workplace strategies have been developed and 
incorporated into the U.S. Courts Design Oiiic/e {Design Guide). The Design Guide identifies 
key components of an efficiently designed office environment that supports mobile work, 
encourages collaboration, and leverages modern technology. Use of alternative workplace 
strategies for court projects is not mandatory, because individual court operations, security 
conccrn.s, building conditions, and project costs can affect the degree to which any of these 
strategies are feasible. But while not mandatory, these projects are a key component of the 
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Judiciary’s ongoing space reduction program. Currently, there are 16 different IWI projects 
nationwide at various stages of development and construction. Among those projects is a 
National Demonstration iWl project that will serve the Facilities and Security Office at the AO, 
allowing judges and court executives to visit Washington, D.C. to witness jirst how this 
innovative approach to space usage works. 

Finally, our courthouse construction program has undergone a major transition. In 2014. 
all construction projects were reprioritized according to the results of the AMP process. In 
undertaking this major reassessment, the Committee I chair and the Judicial Conference acted in 
accord with what we considered were the wishes of the full House Transportation and 
Infrastructure Committee. When the Judicial Conference originally adopted the AMP process, it 
grandfathered the projects on the then-e.xLsting Five-Year Plan that had already received some 
amount of funding from Congress. But these projects had not initially been subjected to the 
AMP process, and their respective rankings were maintained. In August 201.'?, however, the 
Committee recommended to the Judicial Conference that all districts with a project on the Five- 
Year Plan undergo an AMP evaluation. This recommendation was made in response to a GAO 
study and subsequent hearing before this committee in April 2013. In September 2014, the 
Judicial Conference adopted a Five-Year Plan which incorporated the results of the AMP 
evaluations and, with the e.xception of Nashville, projects were prioritized solely on the basis of 
Urgency Evaluation (UE) scores. Reprioritizing the remaining projects by UE scores ensured 
that all current and future projects will be judged by the same objective evaluation methodology. 

We retained Nashville as the number one priority because we considered it the fiscally 
responsible thing to do. Significant investment had already been made in the project. At the 
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time of our reprioritization, the site had already been acquired, and $25. 1 million of the $26. 1 
million appropriated by Congress up to that point had been obligated. 

Considering this reprioritization, the Judicial Conference recognized that the then-F/ve- 
Year Plan may not reflect an accurate funding timeline or the relative urgency-of-need for 
projects on the plan, particularly for those on the out-years of the plan. Accordingly, in an effort 
to better manage stakeholder expectations, to provide GSA w'ith sufficient certainty for 
proceeding with capital planning proce,sses, and to respond to congressional concerns and GAO 
recommendations, the Judicial Conference, in September 2015, approved a change in the name, 
format, and methodology of the courthouse construction plan. It is now designated the Federal 
Judiciary Courthouse Project Priorities (CPP) plan. The Judicial Conference is now able to 
submit a planning document to Congress that improves on the old Five-Year Plan by providing a 
combination of both flexibility and reasonable predictability. 

Under the new format, Part 1 of the CPP consists of current-year courthouse construction 
priorities that are included in the Judiciary’s annual budget submission. The priority of projects 
on Part I is maintained until a project is fully funded and removed from the plan. Part 11 of the 
CPP identifies out-year courthouse construction priorities. These are projects which have been 
assessed under the AMP process and prioritized based on the project’s UE score, but are not part 
of the current-year courthouse construction priorities that are included in the Judiciary’s annual 
budget submission. Each project in Part II will have its UE score refre.shed annually, thus the 
prioritization of Part 11 projects may change from year to year. 
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Manaaement and Execution of Fiscal Year 2016 Courthouse Construction Funding 

Turning to the FY 2016 appropriation for courthouse construction, the Third Branch and 
the GSA are committed to working closely together to responsibly manage the funded projects. 
Our top priority in this effort is to ensure that all of the projects receive the funding that Congress 
intended. Working with GSA, our goal is to build appropriate facilities that satisfy the housing 
and security needs of the individual courts, in an innovative and cost-efficient manner, applying 
the same fiscal discipline we have exhibited in the cost containment strategies and initiatives I 
have previously discus.sed. 

For projects funded under the heading of ’mew construction projects of the Federal 
Judiciary" in the Consolidated Appropriations Act of20l6. GSA, in consultation with the AO, is 
required to submit a spending plan and description for each project to be undertaken to the 
Committees on Appropriations of the Mouse of Representatives and the Senate, By mid-April 
2016 that plan will be submiUed, detailing how the $948 million will be allocated. Becau,se the 
individual projects and the spending plan are still under development, 1 am unable to comment 
with specificity on the contents of that plan. 1 can assure you that steps that are being taken by 
the Judiciary and GSA to manage this funding in a liscaliy prudent way. 

We also recognize the essential role of this Subcommittee and the full Committee. As 
each project prospectus is developed by GSA. we look forward to working with you throughout 
the authorization process. 

Since the FY 2016 omnibus appropriations bill was enacted, the AO and GSA have been 
in constant communication to implement a management strategy, develop plans, and coordinate 
actions necessary for the successful execution of the courthouse projects funded in the FY 20 1 6 
appropriations act. Rather than manage each project separately, the AO and GS.A are working 
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together to manage this effort at a portfolio level to ensure not only that courts' housing needs 
are met, but that the money is allocated in a manner consistent with congressional intent. To this 
end, I convened a conference call in late January with the eight courts that anticipate full project 
funding from this appropriation. During this call, I. along with AO staff, informed each court of 
the steps that must be taken to refresh program requirements, develop the spend plan, and receive 
congressional authorization. 

To ensure success, it is our goal that each project stays at or below the budget planning 
number provided to the particular court. 1 personally emphasized that point during the 
conference call. Throughout the design and development process of each project, we intend for 
this number to remain firm and all stakeholders acknowledge that tradeoffs may be necessary so 
that each project can be delivered in a cost-effective manner. 

Successful management, development, and execution will require each court to carefully 
evaluate its housing needs and requests. At the outset, we are asking each court to explore 
options, such as a renovation or an annex strategy, before considering construction of a new 
courthouse. Already, two projects on the CPP - Toledo, OM and Charlotte, NC - have agreed to 
pursue an annex in.stead of a new courthou.se. In these two locations, the courts will be able to 
maintain their presence in notably historic buildings, while at the same time building out 
additional space intended to meet their modern day housing and security needs. 

GSA is required to develop a backfill strategy for any property that is vacated as a result 
of new courthouse con.struction. The Judiciary is committed to assisting GSA in this effort. A 
renovation and annex strategy may not be possible for each location, but we have made all courts 
aware of the Judiciary's commitment to cooperate with GSA and to perform due diligence in 
helping to develop a backtlll strategy for vacated courthouses. 
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Over the past two months, each court, in conjunction with the AO, has been reviewing its 
programming requirements to ensure they reflect the current needs of that court. Because the 
vast majority of projects have been waiting for funding for over 1 5 years, there have been many 
changes to the programming requirements of each court since the.se projects were first added to 
the Judiciary’s courthouse construction priority list. Some courts have reduced the number of 
courtrooms and chambers needed for their projects, applying the Judicial Conference courtroom 
sharing policies for senior district judges, magistrate judges, and bankruptcy judges. All 
projected judge.ships are eliminated from the housing requirements. Additionally, as a result of a 
decline in staffing, square footage requirements for district and bankruptcy clerks’ offices and 
probation and pretrial offices are being reduced. Courts are working to make these projects as 
trim as possible, advancing only those needs that are essential to each court’s operation. And in 
keeping with our ongoing effort to employ the Integrated Workplace Initiative where 
appropriate, we are asking courts to explore incorporating an IWI concept to improve space 
utilization rates and reduce construction and rent costs. 

In this same vein, courts are being asked to carefully consider whether they will be 
requesting exceptions to the Design Guide. Only a few of the projects have asked for exceptions 
to the Design Guide. We have emphasized that requested exceptions must be narrow and 
essential to the mission ofthe court. We have explained to courts that any e.xception will likely 
increase the co,st of their projects and require the approval of both the Space and Facilities 
Committee and the Judicial Conference. Given those realities, only those exceptions that are 
critical to the mission of an indiv idual court will proceed. I can assure you that as the Space and 
Facilities Committee reviews each request, we will be especially mindful of the justification and 
the budget impact of each exception. 
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Upon passage of the Consolidated Appropriations Act, we recognized the need to fully 
and promptly engage affected courts in the process of managing each project. Beginning 
February 1 7, and on every day last week, the AO hosted a series of focused meetings, 
individually with each court. Staff from the AO, GSA headquarters, and GSA regional offices 
participated in these meetings which allowed stakeholders to identify any outstanding issues that 
require resolution. These meetings allowed us to gain consensus on how to proceed toward 
project execution promptly and within the budget constraints for each project. This has been a 
thoroughly collaborative process, and, 1 am confident we can ensure that each project is 
developed in a way that not only stays within budget, but also delivers the housing and security 
solutions that these courts have been waiting so many years tor. 

We in the Third Branch are appreciative of the commitment Congress has made to jump- 
starting the courthouse construction program. Again, we look forward to working with this 
Subcommittee and full Committee as the projects come to you for authorization. We are also 
well aware of the concerns raised over past construction efforts. We have responded to those 
concerns and will continue do so. The Judiciary has conducted a comprehensive review of our 
program in recent years and made changes necessary to transform our program for the future to 
assure that we are making the optimum, efficient use of our space inventory, consistent with our 
constitutionally mandated duties to deliver justice. In the spirit of good stewardship, we will be 
working hard to deliver results that will meet all of the individual courts’ needs. We will do so 
in an effective, cost-efficient manner befitting the trust that Congress has placed in us by 
appropriating these needed funds. 
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Chairman Barletta and Ranking Member Carson, thank you again for the opportunity to 
appear today to discuss the federal courthouse construction program. I would be happy to 
answer any questions the Subcommittee may have. 
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Introduction 

Good morning Chairman Barletta, Ranking Member Carson, and Members of the 
Committee. My name is Norman Dong, and I am the Commissioner of Public Buildings 
for the U.S. General Services Administration (GSA). Thank you for inviting me to testify 
on GSA’s work to save taxpayer dollars by reducing federal office space costs. 

There is a simple way of thinking about our real estate work at GSA. We support our 
federal tenants in meeting their space requirements, and we must do so in a fiscally 
responsible way. This means balancing our commitment to our tenants with our 
commitment to the taxpayer. At GSA, we recognize that excess spending on real estate 
comes at the expense of deficit reduction as well as mission critical activities at the 
agency level. Our challenge, and our responsibility, is to help our tenants reduce their 
footprint and spend less on rent so they can focus their limited resources on the 
agency’s mission. 

To execute this strategy, GSA is focusing on four key priorities: 

• Supporting our federal tenants in their efforts to not just freeze, but actually 
reduce their footprint; 

• Promoting far greater competition in our leasing activity; 

• Taking a more aggressive approach to managing our underutilized assets; and 

• Delivering capital construction projects that promote agency consolidation into 
federally owned facilities. 
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Reducing the Federal Footprint 

There is broad recognition across the federal government that excess spending on real 
estate comes at the expense of more mission critical activities. Over the past few 
years, GSA has supported OMB in the government-wide effort not just to freeze, but 
now reduce the federal footprint. Since FY2012, we have seen the federal footprint for 
office and warehouse space decline by 24.7 million square feet. As current leases 
expire over the next few years, we see much more opportunity for agencies to collocate, 
consolidate, shrink their footprint, and reduce their rent spending. 

The Consolidation Activities Program is an important part of GSA’s efforts to improve 
agency space utilization by reconfiguring and renovating government-owned and leased 
buildings. GSA appreciates the support that Congress has provided through funding for 
the Consolidation Program, and there are many examples of how agencies are reducing 
their footprint and realizing significant rent savings through this program. 

For example, using $1.5 million of consolidation funding, the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission (EEOC), which currently occupies 22,834 usable square feet 
of leased space, will be able to move into the Fallon Federal Building in Baltimore, 
Maryland. The consolidation will reduce the EEOC’s footprint by approximately 7,743 
usable square feet, save the GSA $763,000 in annual private sector lease costs, and 
reduce taxpayer costs and EEOC's annual rent by $322,000. The project will also 
reduce the office utilization rate by 42 percent, from 208 to 121 USF per person. 

GSA is also working in partnership with the Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts to 
execute consolidation projects. Using $2.2 million of consolidation funds, the U.S, 
Probation Office, which occupied 54,000 usable square feet of leased space, completed 
its move to the John C. Kluczynski Federal Building in Chicago. This relocation 
eliminated the lease, along with $2.4 million in annual private sector lease costs, and 
saves U.S. Probation approximately $1 ,2 million in annual rent The project also helps 
meet the Court’s space reduction effort through reducing the office utilization rate by 59 
percent, from 418 to 172 usable square feet per person. 

Funding provided over the past few years is supporting dozens of agency consolidation 
projects that will reduce the federal footprint by more than 1 million square feet and 
save agencies more than $76 million in tease cost savings each year. The President's 
budget requests $75 million to support additional consolidation projects in FY17, and we 
will continue to see strong agency demand to implement future projects with compelling 
payback periods and significant footprint reductions. 


2 of 6 



47 


Promoting Far Greater Competition in our Leasing Activity 

Our focus on the federal footprint considers not just the size of the footprint, but also the 
cost of the footprint, which is why our approach to leasing is so important. While GSA is 
continuing to emphasize the importance of federally owned space, we will always have 
a significant amount of leased activity in the federal portfolio. To get the best rates for 
our tenants and for the taxpayer, we need to maximize the amount competition in our 
leasing activity. 

In previous hearings, we discussed how GSA is working to promote greater competition 
in the leasing process. Today, GSA continues to improve upfront planning in order to 
reduce our dependency on holdovers, extensions, and other stay in place strategies 
that compromise our ability to capitalize on favorable rates that we still see in many 
markets. To get the best deal for federal agencies and the American taxpayer, GSA is 

• Broadening the delineated area for leases in order to increase competition in our 
lease procurements; 

• Extending lease terms to 10 years or longer, whenever feasible, because longer 
terms typically mean lower annual costs; 

• Simplifying space requirements to allow for greater competition and more 
favorable rates; and 

• Beginning the lease acquisition process at least 36 months before the expiration 
date to ensure a fully competitive procurement while avoiding costly holdovers 
and extensions. 

Over the past year, GSA has been taking a far more aggressive approach in working 
with each of our regional offices to examine the pipeline of expiring leases, to secure 
agency space requirements early on, and to promote greater competition for these 
follow-on transactions. As a result of this better longer term planning, your committee 
over the next couple of years will be receiving many more lease prospectuses as GSA 
works earlier in the process to avoid costly holdovers and extensions. 

These efforts are making a difference. During FY15, the number of holdovers across 
the GSA inventory declined 25 percent compared to the prior year. Since 2010, the 
number of short-term extensions has decreased by 32 percent. And last year, GSA 
negotiated lease contracts for a national net present value of 13.7 percent below market 
rate. 
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Managing our Underutilized Assets More Aggressively 

GSA is taking a far more aggressive stance to shed our underutilized assets. We face 
significant operating costs associated \with maintaining properties that are no longer 
serving a valid mission requirement. We also see a significant backlog of capital repair 
requirements in these underutilized buildings - repairs that we will not be able to 
address in the current budget environment. We recognize that many assets that no 
longer have utility to the federal government may reflect far more value to the private 
sector. 

There are many great examples of how we are identifying more productive uses for our 
underutilized assets; 

• GSA is currently in the process of finalizing the sale of the Metro West facility in 
west Baltimore. The Metro West facility, occupying about 1 1 acres, will offer an 
opportunity to revive an important link between west Baltimore and downtown. 

• Also in Baltimore, GSA auctioned off the Appraisers Store, an underutilized eight- 
story masonry and brick building located blocks from the Inner Harbor, for $8.2 
million. 

• The Seattle Federal Reserve building was built in 1950 and was home to the 
Seattle Reserve until 2008. The bank then moved to a new facility, leaving the 
90,000 square foot, four-story building vacant. The property was successfully 
sold through a public online auction for $16,000,000, and will likely be renovated 
and used for a 30 story office building. 

• In Cambridge, MA, GSA is working in partnership with the U.S. Department of 
Transportation to exchange a portion of the 14 acre Voipe National 
Transportation Systems Center campus for a new headquarters building on that 
same site. GSA has established a list of qualified respondents pursuant to a 
Request for Qualifications, and we are gearing toward releasing a Request for 
Proposals to the qualified respondents in the near term. 

Over the past year, GSA reduced the federal inventory by 3 million square feet. 
Partnering with other federal agencies, in FY 2015, PBS disposed of 173 assets by sale 
or transfer, which generated $56 million in sales proceeds. 

While we recognize some recent successes, we also see significant opportunity on the 
horizon. Working through our regional offices, GSA is developing a disposal pipeline 
that now allows us to be far more transparent about those assets that we have identified 
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for potential disposal, exchange, or outlease. By establishing greater discipline within 
GSA to identify and plan for specific properties that should be excessed, we are 
fostering greater accountability within GSA for meeting the project milestones required 
to move these properties off the books. 

Delivering Capital Construction Projects that Leverage Federally Owned Facilities 

GSA recognizes the significant benefits to promoting the use of federal assets in 
addressing the space requirements of our federal tenants. There are significant 
economic benefits of reducing our reliance on expensive leases and consolidating into 
federally owned buildings. In addition, co-locating agency components that are 
distributed across multiple locations into a single federal facility can also improve the 
execution of agency mission through increased collaboration and coordination across 
agency components. 

For example, the Consolidated Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Headquarters 
at St. Elizabeths remains one of GSA’s highest real estate priorities. The St. Elizabeths 
project will consolidate more than 50 individual DHS leases and millions of square feet 
of leased space to one federally owned campus. At the same time, consolidating 
headquarters functions at St. Elizabeths will enhance the effectiveness of the DHS 
mission while redeveloping an underutilized asset that is already in the federal 
government real estate portfolio. 

In FY 2016, GSA and DHS released the Enhanced Plan for St, Elizabeths, which 
eliminates more than $800 million in construction costs, significantly increases utilization 
of the historic campus, shortens the project timeline by five years, and saves taxpayers 
more than $1 billion. We very much appreciate Congressional support for GSA's FY16 
request for St. Elizabeths. If Congress provides the $267 million requested in the 
President’s FY 2017 Budget Request, the project will be 80 percent complete, and GSA 
will only have two more years of funding requests, with project completion by FY 2021. 

GSA is also working to support the construction of a new Federal Bureau of 
Investigation (FBI) Headquarters in the National Capital Region. The President’s Budget 
Request for FY 2017 for GSA included $759 million for the FBI Headquarters. This new 
facility will consolidate FBI employees from 13 locations across the National Capital 
Region within a new, modern, and secure facility that is designed to enhance FBI’s 
national security, intelligence, and law enforcement missions, 

GSA’s FY17 request for the FBI Headquarters, paired with $646 million in the FBI’s FY 
2017 construction budget, as well as the value of the J. Edgar Hoover Building, the FY 
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2016 appropriation, and the prior year resources, will allow GSA to award a contract for 
design and construction of a new FBI headquarters by the end of this calendar year. 
This funding will build on what was provided to GSA and FBI in the FY 2016 Omnibus. 

The new FBI Headquarters facility will be located in one of three previously announced 
sites: Greenbelt, Maryland; Landover, Maryland; or Springfield, Virginia. The proposed 
facility will support information sharing, collaboration, and integration of strategic 
priorities, and will allow the FBI to realize significant mission synergies as a result of co- 
location. The facility will accommodate approximately 1 1 ,000 personnel and include 
state-of-the-art IT infrastructure that is key to FBI’s national security mission. 

Conclusion 

Thank you for providing this opportunity to speak on our progress at GSA. I look 
fOHA/ard to working with Members of this committee and your staff to improve the federal 
government’s management of its real property and save taxpayer dollars. I am happy to 
answer any questions you might have. 
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FOR 

MR. NORMAN DONG 

COMMISSIONER, PUBLIC BUILDINGS SERVICE 
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“SAVING TAXPAYER DOLLARS BY REDUCING FEDERAL OFFICE SPACE COSTS” 
HEARING ON MARCH 1, 2016 


Questions Submitted by the Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public Buildings, 
and Emergency Management on behalf of Representative Barbara Comstock (R-VA-10): 

SUBJECT 1: International Trade Commission building lease: 

1) What analysis was carried out by GSA Central Office that resulted in GSA reversing its 
August 2015 approval of the U.S. International Trade Commission’s (ITC) succeeding 
lease prospectus? What specifically changed between the approval of the succeeding 
lease prospectus in late August 2015 and the reversal of approval in early October 2015? 
Can GSA provide any memos or emails that relate to the decision to reverse? 

In fulfilling agency space requirements, the Competition in Contracting Act (CICA) requires GSA 
to seek full and open competition unless an exception can be justified. Under the General 
Services Acquisition Regulation, there are leasing exceptions that allow an agency to stay in 
place. See GSAR Subpart 570. However, at the time that a prospectus is developed, GSA 
cannot know for certain whether an exception to CICA can be justified and approved. For these 
reasons, GSA lease prospectuses for other than lease extensions will no longer specify the 
lease type, such as succeeding, superceeding, replacement or new. This change will allow 
GSA to determine the most appropriate transaction type based on market response. 

GSA’s leasing regulation requires GSA to assume that competition is in the Government’s best 
interest until GSA establishes otherwise. For a succeeding lease, GSA must first issue an 
advertisement seeking expressions of interest from the market. After placing an advertisement, 
GSA can negotiate on a sole source basis with the incumbent when GSA receives no other 
expressions of interest. In addition, GSA may negotiate a succeeding lease when a cost benefit 
analysis shows that move and replication costs will not be recovered through a competitive 
procurement. The cost-benefit analysis must compare the rent rates quoted from the market 
through expressions of interest and the costs of relocation and duplication of tenant 
improvement against the incumbent’s quoted rent rate. Regardless of whether it will ultimately 
pursue a full and open competition or a succeeding lease, GSA does not typically release an 
advertisement until after submitting a prospectus to the House Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure and the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works for 
consideration. 
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2 ) You stated during the March 1st hearing that GSA wants competition for the ITC just 
like any other agency. In making this statement, might GSA be overlooking the specific 
and unique factors associated with the ITC’s lease situation? These include the facts 
that: (1) they have received no appropriation for the renovations associated with the 
move; (2) they have received an informal proposal from the current landlord that includes 
a proposed rent reduction of 20%; (3) they will be able to save rent from this proposal 
during the current lease term; (4) they are not subject to the “reduce the footprint” 
requirements; (5) they have unique space requirements related to their need for a 
courtroom complex; and (6) there will be massive disruption to the agency during an 
extremely active point in time with regard to U.S. trade policy. How is GSA's approach in 
the best interest of the U.S. taxpayer when every analysis to-date of the ITC’s lease 
situation indicates that the greatest cost savings to the taxpayer will be achieved via a 
succeeding lease at a reduced rate? 

GSA will take into consideration the relocation and duplication costs in a cost benefit analysis to 
determine whether to seek to enter into a succeeding lease or to move forward with a full and 
open procurement. If in response to the advertisement, it appears that moving to a new location 
may cost less than staying in place, then GSA would run a full and open competition. Even in a 
full and open competition, because GSA wants to capture the true costs to the Government, 

GSA routinely evaluates the costs of relocation and replication of tenant improvements, when 
applicable, as would be the case for ITC. 

3) During the March 1st hearing, you stated a commitment to take into account the 
disruption costs to the commission in estimating the cost of moving and replicating new 
space for the ITC. What factors specifically will GSA consider in estimating the 
disruption cost to the ITC? Will GSA commit to quantifying those costs? Will GSA 
commit to incorporating the ITC’s estimate of those costs? 

GSA collaborated with the ITC in developing its estimate of move and replication costs, which 
will be accounted for in the cost benefit analysis or price evaluation as discussed above. 

4) Will GSA commit to including, as a part of the estimate of the cost of moving and 
replicating the ITC’s space, the lost savings that could be realized by the ITC if GSA had 
pursued a renegotiation of its current lease as offered by its current landlord? 

GSA will fully consider any proposal offered by the current landlord, including any cost savings, 
as part of its cost-benefit analysis, as discussed above. 

5) In a January 2016 report, GAO found that federal leasing costs increase when tenants 
finance needed improvements to newly leased space over time (GAO-16-188). In a 
number of examples, GAO noted that agencies lacked sufficient upfront capital and thus 
incurred significant interest fees, increasing overall costs of the lease. Given that the ITC 
received zero appropriated funds for a move and that GSA has no budget authority to 
fund those costs through its Federal Buildings Fund, what guarantee is in place that the 
ITC would realize the rent savings that would otherwise be realized under a succeeding 
lease prospectus? 
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The costs associated with building out new space along with any other cost or rent savings 
proposed by any offerors in response to the advertisement discussed above will be included 
and evaluated in the cost benefit analysis. Any lessor who is not the incumbent would need to 
fully fund and include the move and replication costs as part of the proposed rental rate, as ITC 
does not have any funding for these expenses. If the result of that analysis shows that the 
Government cannot expect to recover relocation costs and duplication of costs through 
competition, GSA will seek approval of a justification for other than full and open competition to 
enter into a succeeding lease negotiation directly with the incumbent lessor. 

6) Currently, the ITC has mission-critical special space in the form of three courtrooms 
and a main hearing room. The third courtroom was only recently finished in 2012 at a 
cost of $3 million to the U.S. taxpayer. The funds for this new courtroom were specifically 
appropriated by Congress in order to enable the ITC to expedite the adjudication of its 
intellectual property cases. Will GSA commit to including this cost in the cost of moving 
and replicating the ITC’s space given that the useful life of the new courtroom extends 
many years into the future? 

GSA intends to consider all replication costs, including the cost to replicate the third courtroom, 
as part of the cost-benefit analysis, or, if appropriate, in its price evaluation of a full and open 
competition, 

7) How can the ITC be certain that a new landlord will spend the amount of money 
necessary to properly build out the space given that the ITC received no appropriation to 
move and replicate its space? Will GSA commit to including certain specifications or 
requirements as requested by the ITC in the lease prospectus, the solicitation, and the 
request for proposal? 

GSA will ensure that all of the ITC’s requirements are included in the Request for Lease 
Proposals (RLP). This is true whether GSA pursues a succeeding lease or a full and open 
competition. The successful offeror, whether or not it is the incumbent, will be contractually 
bound to meet the requirements of the RLP and the resulting lease. If the successful offeror 
later failed to perform, it would be in breach of the lease and GSA would have remedies to 
either compel performance or to undertake the work and offset associated costs through a 
deduction from rent paid. 

8) What level of savings does GSA consider necessary to justify moving ITC from its 
current space? Please take into account, among other costs, the cost of disruption to the 
agency, the loss in rent savings under ITC’s current lease, and the $3 million recently 
spent to renovate its current space to add a third courtroom. Is the level of savings that 
GSA considers necessary to justify moving an agency reflected in a written policy or 
memorandum? If so, will you provide a copy of such policy or memorandum? Is the level 
of savings considered necessary by GSA to justify moving an agency the same or similar 
across agencies? If not, why do they differ? Since it is the ITC that is financially 
responsible for the rent, will GSA commit to taking into account the ITC’s view on 
whether the potential savings justify the cost of moving? 
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GSA has not established a nninimum threshold of savings that must be reached or a standard 
level of savings that would be necessary to justify moving a tenant. As discussed above, the 
underlying question is whether, after receiving actual market data to support an analysis, the 
government can expect to recover relocation costs and duplication costs through competition. 
Please refer to: 

a. The General Services Administration Acquisition Manual (GSAAM) Subpart 570.402, 
available at https://vvww.acquisition.gov/?q=browsegsam. 

b. The Leasing Desk Guide Chapter 5, Succeeding Lease, Superseding Lease, 
available at http://wvvw.gsa.gov/portal/content/163635. 

9) The ITC’s current lease expires in less than 18 months. If GSA forces ITC to move, it is 
highly unlikely that a new building could be remodeled to fit the ITC’s specifications 
before the current lease expires. Therefore, does GSA acknowledge that the ITC would 
likely be forced into a lease holdover or extension if they are forced to move? 

If GSA cannot support a sole source procurement and the successful proposal after full and 
open competition is not the one submitted by the incumbent lessor, an extension could be 
necessary to provide continued housing for the ITC until the new space is constructed according 
to the requirements contained in the RLP. 

SUBJECT 2: Relocation and Consolidation of FBI headquarters: 

With regard to the infrastructure surrounding each proposed site: 

1) What infrastructure changes would need to be made at the Franconia-Springfield site 
in order to accommodate the FBI headquarters? 

See Draft EIS -- Appendix E, available at www.asa.aov/fbihaconsolidation (see NEPA tab). 

2) What infrastructure changes would need to be made at the Greenbelt site in order to 
accommodate the FBI headquarters? 

See Draft EIS -- Appendix C. 

3) What infrastructure changes would need to be made at the Landover site in order to 
accommodate the FBI headquarters? 

See Draft EIS - Appendix D. 

4) What are the strategic benefits associated with relocating the FBI headquarters to the 
Franconia-Springfield Site? 

The sites are now being considered in the context of developer proposal submissions in 
accordance with the Request for Proposals GSA issued in January of 2016. 
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H is my understanding that GSA has prescribed dollar figures to each potential site 
which bidders must use as a “baseline” cost when calculating their bid proposals. It is 
also my understanding that the base number for the Franconia-Springfield site is 
significantly larger than that of the other two proposed sites. 

5) What factors were used to arrive at this base figure? 

For the Franconia-Springfield site, the base figure represents the cost to relocate the current 
tenants. 

6) Is there any flexibility to this base figure associated with the Franconia-Springfield 
site? 

GSA amended the base figure April 9, 2016, and GSA informed the short-listed offerors of this 
amended base figure. 

7) If the state and local governments offer financial assistance with infrastructure or 
other 

needs, can this base figure not be modified? 

State and local governments may offer financial assistance for infrastructure improvements and 
Offerors can include this assistance in proposals to provide the most favorable offer to the 
Federal Government. 


SUBJECT 3: Social Security Administration headquarters: 

"In March 2014, the Social Security Administration (SSA) inspector General (IG) identified a 
significant amount of unused space both at the SSA headquarters as well as other leased 
buildings nearby (buildings that were not fully occupied). The IG recommended that SSA look to 
terminate the costly outlying leases and instead consolidate into a building known as Security 
West adjacent to the headquarters building in Baltimore. 

But rather than heed this advice and pursue a long term lease at Security West — which would 
have locked in a very reasonable rate for square footage — it is my understanding GSA has 
issued a prospectus for a different space with a square footage rate that doubles that at Security 
West." 

1) Is this a case of the administration adhering to its goal of reducing the footprint? 

The prospectus submission implements GSA's priorities of actually reducing the federal footprint 
and promoting greater competition in the leasing program. 


SSA and GSA have aggressively reduced SSA's footprint in the Woodlawn real estate market. 
Since 2013, GSA has terminated 10 leases in coordination with SSA. These terminations have 
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resulted in an annual rental savings of $9,250,000 and represent a square footage reduction of 
625,000 RSF. 

2) Is it acceptable to reduce the footprint even in cases in which doing so will lead to 
higher costs? 

The contemplated housing plan for the Security West Replacement project implements a 
reduction of about 362,203 rentable square feet (RSF), which represents a 41% square foot 
reduction of the current lease. The all-in utilization rate will dramatically improve from 297 to 
163 square feet per person. The current lease will expire on October 31, 2018 and GSA has 
determined to seek full and open competition for the replacement action. In addition to 
Competition in Contracting Act's requirement for full and open competition, GSA will realize 
better results for SSA and the taxpayer if these long term requirements (20 years) including 
updated codes and lease standards are competed. 
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Statement of Richard L. Haley H 
Assistant Director, Facilities and Finance Division 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Before the United States House of Representatives 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure 
Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public Buildings, and Emergency Management 

March 1, 2016 


Good morning Chairman Barletta, Ranking Member Carson, and Members of the 
Subcommittee. Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss the need for 
a new consolidated Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) Headquarters building in the 
Washington, D.C. area. I am pleased to appear before the Subcommittee with my colleagues 
from the General Services Administration and the Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts, 

As the Committee is aware, the FBI has occupied the J. Edgar Hoover building since 
1974. Since that time, the mission of the FBI has evolved, but the building itself has not kept 
pace. More than half of the FBI headquarters workforce is dispersed in 1 3 leased locations 
across the National Capital Region because the current facility cannot accommodate the volume 
of personnel or the technical capability required to sustain operations. This makes it extremely 
difficult to address rapidly developing threats and collaborate across divisions and 
programs. Our Nation continues to face a multitude of serious and evolving threats ranging from 
homegrown violent extremists to hostile foreign intelligence services and operatives; from 
sophisticated cyber-based attacks to internet facilitated sexual exploitation of children; from 
violent gangs and criminal organizations to public corruption and corporate fraud. As an 
organization, we must be able to stay current with constantly changing and new technologies that 
make our jobs both easier and harder. Our adversaries - terrorists, foreign intelligence services, 
and criminals - take advantage of modern technology, including the Internet and social media, to 
facilitate illegal activities, recruit followers, encourage terrorist attacks and other illicit actions, 
and to disperse information on building improvised explosive devices and other means to attack 
the U.S. Keeping pace with these threats is a significant challenge for the FBI. The breadth of 
these threats and challenges are as complex now as at any time in our history and the 
consequences of not responding to and countering threats and challenges have never been 
greater. Fighting the current threat, and preparing for the future wave of threats, requires cutting 
edge technology and the foundation for intelligence to flow in and out of the FBI seamlessly. A 
key challenge inhibiting our ability to address current and future threats is the lack of a 
headquarters facility that fully fosters collaboration, intelligence sharing, and is dynamic, 
enabling Special Agents, Intelligence Analyst, and other Professional Staff to combat evolving 
threats as they ari.se. Simply put, the J. Edgar Hoover building is obsolete, inefficient, and faces 
a number of security vulnerabilities. 

Aside from the operational shortfalls in the current facility, we also face infrastructure 
limitations. Because of the manner in which the building was constructed, it cannot be 
retrofitted to meet mission needs - wails cannot simply be deconstructed or erected, as the 
infrastructure cannot .support such changes. In addition, key component.s of the building’s 
infrastructure have reached the end of their useful life. It is estimated that it would cost .several 


1 



59 


hundred million dollars to repair or replace these components as well as renovate key aspects of 
the current facility. Security also remains a key challenge. The J. Edgar Hoover building does 
not meet Interagency Security Committee standards for an Intelligence Community-grade 
building. The building also lacks the resiliency necessary should a minor or catastrophic event 
occur. 


The FBI understands the increasing costs of Federal office space, as it leases more than 
350 locations nationwide for its field and satellite offices (through GSA). However, the FBI has 
made concerted efforts to reduce space requirements by consolidating case files and evidence 
storage in centralized locations in lower cost areas and minimizing personal workspace and 
common areas. In addition, the FBI is in the process of moving and consolidating its data 
centers from costly leased locations in downtown areas to owned facilities in locations that have 
significantly lower costs of power and infrastructure. In the new headquarters effort alone, we 
anticipate reducing the total square footage by 800,000 rentable square feet. In addition, simply 
by consolidating the leased locations in the National Capital Region and the J. Edgar Hoover 
Building into a new headquarters building, the Government will save tens of millions in annual 
lease payments. 

In summary, the J. Edgar Hoover building is incompatible with what the United States 
expects of the FBI. To protect this nation from the rapidly developing, evolving threats we face 
today, the FBI needs an environment in which its highly trained, skilled workforce can 
collaborate across divisions and programs to fashion solutions that mitigate today’s threats. Our 
goal is to have built a fully consolidated, secure, resilient intelligence community-worthy 
facility. But even more than that, what we need is a facility capable of meeting the increased 
demands of the Nation’s premier Intelligence and Law Enforcement organization for the future 
of the FBI. This building will address the way we will work for the next 50 or more years. In 
doing so, we are building the security and safety of this nation by creating an environment where 
the men and women of the FBI can use their significant skills and abilities to live up to the 
sacred trust placed in us by the American people: to protect them from harm, and uphold the 
Constitution of the United States. 

Chairman Barletta, Ranking Member Carson, and Committee Members, I thank you for 
this opportunity to testify on the new FBI headquarters project. We appreciate your interest and 
support. I am happy to answer any questions you might have. 
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Questions for the Record 

“Saving Taxpayer Dollars by Reducing Federal Office Space Costs” 
Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public Buildings, and Emergency Management 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure 
U.S. House of Represenatives 
March 1, 2016 


Questions posed by Representative Barbara Comstock 

Relocation and Consolidation of FBI headquarters 

I, With regard to the infrastructure surrounding each proposed site; 

a. What infrastructure changes would need to be made at the Franconia- 
Springficld site in order to accommodate the FBI headquarters? 


Response: 

While Appendix D of the Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS), released in November 2015 
and located at httn:/Avtv\v. gsa.m>v /porta l/come nt'1^2223. details all infrastructure improvements 
required at each site, the below list identifies a few key infrastructure improvements necessary 
for the Franconia-Springfield site to be capable of accommodating the new Federal Bureau of 
Investigation (FBI) headquarters building: 

• Relocation of uniltiple government agencies from the current site to include 
planning, design and construction of replacement facilities; 

• Demolition of the existing facilities; 

• Multiple transportation improvements;' suid 

• Miner utility improvements. 


2. What infrastructure changes would need to be made at the Greenbelt site in order 
to accommodate the FBI headquarters? 

Response: 

While Appendix D of the Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS), released in November 2015 
and located at hlii):- 'v\ n v\ .esa.eoN’ poi'tal'content.- 1 03223. details all infrastructure improvements 
required, the below list identifies a few' key infrastructure improvements necessary for the 
(ireenbelt site to be capable of accommodating the new FBI headquarters building: 

• Construction ofnew Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 
(WMA'l'A) facilities to include; parking garage, bus station, Kiss-N-Ride; 
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• Constmction of new Federal Highway ramps and demolition ot the existing 
1-95 exit ramp; 

• Multiple transportation improvements;' and 

• Multiple utility improvements. 


3. What infrastructure changes would need to be made at the Landover site in order to 
accommodate the FBI headquarters? 

While Appendix D of the Draft hnviroiimental Impact Study (DEIS), released in November 20 1 5 
and located at hUlM’iAy V'cgsiJ.Jioy pm ml comcut l‘'2j22j, details all infrastructure improvements 
required, the below list identifies a few key infrastructure improvements necessary for the 
Landover site to be capable of accommodating the new FBI headquarters building; 

• Multiple transportation improvements;' and 

• Multiple utility improvements. 


4. What arc the strategic benefits associated with relocating the FBI headquarters to 
the Franconia-Springficld Site? 

The F-BI will realize significant mission and operational benefits from a consolidated 
headquarters. Each site has its owai unique attributes which secured its place as a site 
finalist. The cunenl acquisition strategy will enable the short-list of developers to .submit 
proposals on any one or all three sites. 


* Initial transportation improvements were identified in the Draft Environmental Impact Study 
(DEIS) released on 11/6/2015; updated transportation demand models were developed and 
released on 4/8/2016. 
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